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PREFACE 


In this contribution to our knowledge of Shake- 
speare and his acquaintances in Southwark, I have 
confined my attention chiefly to the poet and to 
William Gardmer and his stepson Wdham Wayte, 
reserving Francis Langley for fuller treatment else- 
where For convenience to the reader, m repro- 
ducing Elizabethan documents I have fof the most 
part modernized spellings, and added some punc- 
tuation. The mtricacies and repetitions of obsolete 
legal language offer difficulties enough without the 
obstacle of a chaotic orthography For 
Gardmer’s life the documents of 
found in the appendix chronologi- 
cally . 

My oh ^^8 are various, and so numerous as 
to preclude cieu'iled acknowledgment. I am most 
grateful for the encouragement given by my friends 
in England and America. The John Simon Gug- 
genheim Memorial hoimdation, in appomtmg me 
to a Fellowship for two successive years, has rriade 
possible the unmterrup! ed apphcation which suc- 
cessful record-searching exacts; and the American 
Council of Learned Soci eties, by a generous grant, 
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has helped me to make the most of my opportunity. 

For aid of various kmds m the collection ancf 
interpretation of materials I am mdebted to the 
officers and staff of the Public Record Office, and 
in particular to Mr J. J. O’Reilly; to Dr. Hubert 
Hall, Mr J. H. Morrison, the Rev. C. A. Newdi- 
gate, S..T , the Rev. Edward J. Newill, the Rev. 
Arthur Sinker, Mr. George F. Sutton, and Miss 
A. F. Wise, above all to Miss Nellie McN. O’Farrell, 
who has been my right hand from the outset. I 
have found the training in method given me by 
my master Professor G L. Kittredge to be mvalu- 
able. In preparing the manuscript I have profited 
greatly by the suggestions of my fri^r'"’ ' 

Gainett To my wife I owe the dei 
heart to undertake a task and the 
in it. 

L. H. 

Jordans, Beaconsfield, 

June 1931 
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SHAKESPEARE’S QUARREL 


one wishes to feed a secret hope of discovering 
new facts about Shakespeare’s life, one is not well 
advised to turn for nourishment to the standard 
biographies. It is the business of ' andard bio- 
graphies not to stimulate research, hui. o capital- 
ize Its results; and ever about such books hangs an 
air of regretful finality dampenmg to the spirits. 

Not so with the occasional observations of the 
pioneering lecord-searcher. His account of good 
hunting, and his description of promising territory 
to be explored, are not only fascinating but heart- 
•ening. Encouragement of this expert sort was 
thrown out by one who was perhaps the greatest 
of all discoverers of Shakespeare material — Halh- 
well-Phillipps. In 1884, towards the close of his 
active career, he published ‘for strictly private 
circulation’ a suggestive paper entitled Memor- 
anda, intended for the use of amateurs, who are 
Sufficiently interested in the pursuit, to make searches 
in the Public Record Office on the chance of dis- 
covering new facts respecting Shakespeare and the 
contemporary stage. “ 

In the course of his remarks in this papi r, the 
author tempered encouragement with good a< vice: 
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Shakespeare versus shallow 

“That there are undiscovered notices of Shake- 
speare amidst the millions of papers in our national , 
Record Office may be fairly accepted as certaii^. 
Some, unfortunately, may remain concealed for 
many generations, but others, it is hoped, may 
be unearthed by inductive methods of research, 
that is to say, by carefully bearing m mind the 
names of his friends and professional associates, 
his dealings with property, &c., and in that way 
to trace out accounts of legal proceedings m 
which It IS likely that he was mterested , . . 
More than one of my correspondents are under 
the delusion that I have already got everything of 
theatrical value that is to be found m the Record 
Office. That is beyond tbe power of any individual, 
however persistent he may be in his work It 
would take a hundred people more than a hun- 
dred years to go through the records exhaust- 
ively.” 

Since the time of HaUiwell-Philbpps, at least two 
sustamed attacks have been made upon the re- 
cords on the bnes which he laid down. Professor 
and Mrs. C. W. Wallace, workmg chiefly among 
the documents of the Court of Requests, un- 
earths d much new material of prime mterest, and 
crow led their labours with tbe excitmg discovery 
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of a deposition of Shakespeare’s — his testimony 
given under oath, and signed with his own hand. 
J&rs.jC. C. Stopes, another mdefatigable worker, 
contributed many notable additions to the skele- 
ton fabric of fact. 

When such lynx-eyed gleaners have gone before, 
it is easy to throw up one’s hands in despair; 
especially easy when Professor Wallace tells us 
he has reason to believe that he has found every- 
thing of importance on the subject that exists m 
the Record Office. A re-readmg, however,’ of the 
sturdy words of Halliwell-Phillipps, emphasized 
by a solemn tour through the great strong-rooms 
•behind the scenes at the Record Office, with their 
thousands of Elizabethan rolls and bundles of 
documents, gives famting hope a fresh hold on 
life. Inescapably one feels confident that some- 
where, somewhere in this vast forest of parchment, 
there are further tracesof Shakespeare still hidden. 
Among the milhons of dusty answers there must be 
ll few certainties. But how to get at them? Which 
way to turn first? 

Here Halliwell-Philhpps comes once more to on 
assistance. His pamphlet suggests that the rolls* 
of the Court of Queen’s Bench should be sifted, 
both Coram Regma and Controlment Rolls; and 
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although, since he wrote, Mrs. Stopes has evi- 
dently gone through many of the records in this 
senes, yet the richness and diversity of, 
matenals invite further mvestigation. 

On the strength of this hint, I embarked recently 
on a careful search through the rolls of the Queen’s 
Bench for the period covered by Shakespeare’s 
lifetime. In the course of examming the Control- 
ment Rolls, I was arrested by a special set of 
entries described as ‘petitions for sureties of the 
peace’ ‘ These are brief records of proceedings on 
the peculiarly English plan of preventing crimes 
of violence' a method which obliges the person 
alleged to have threatened the petitioner to enter 
bond, which he will forfeit if he breaks the peace. 
Jacob’s Law Dictionary (1729)' outlmes the pro- 
cedure as follows “He that demands security for 
the peace, must make oath before the justice of 
blows given [him], or that he stands in fear of 
his life, or some bodily hurt, or that he fears the 
party will burn his house, &c , and that he dotff" 
not demand the peace of him for any malice or 
revenge, but for his own safety’’. If such sworn 
^information were laid before a Judge of theQueen’s 
Bench, he would thereupon command the sheriff 
^ s V. ‘Good Behaviour’ 
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of the appropriate county to attach and produce 
the person complained of. On his appearance, the 
latter was required to enter, with two bondsmen 
or sureties, into sufi&cient bonds, conditioned on 
his keeping the peace ‘towards all Her Majesty’s 
subjects and especially towards’ the person com- 
plainmg. If he should break the peace within 
the period specified (usually a year), he and his 
friends would forfeit their bonds. 

It IS easy to see that fascmatmg quarrels may he 
behind judicial records such as these. Let me give 
a specimen quarrel, with its attendant ‘binding to 
the peace’, from a suit* m the Star Chamber, dated 
*1606. A grocer of Clerkenwell, one John Channon, 
wishqfi to collect a debt from another grocer, 
Gawme Heare. Channon alleges that Beare not 
only refused to pay him, but out of malice, and 
wrongfully to vex him, “came unto Sir Francis 
Gawdy . . . one of Your Majesty’s Justices of Your 
Highness’ Bench . . and did upon his oath . . . de- 
pose, say, and affirm that he . . stood and was in 
danger and fear of his life by your said subject, 
whereby your said subject was . . . attached of the 
peace, and by the said Court . . . bound with sure* 
ties to the peace for a year then following; m which 
* Star Chamber Proceedings, James L, 93/15 
5 



SHAKESPEARE VERSUS SHALLOW 


his said deposition ^he said Gawine Beare hath 
committed most wicked, wilful, and corrupt per- 
jury, for he . . . never was m fear of his life orothw 
damage of your said subject”. 

Examined on this pomt, Beare swears that, on 
his refusal to pay, Channon had “whispered this 
defendant in the ear, saying . . . that it had been 
better this defendant had not done it, and that 
this defendant should be sped [i e. kdled], but 
should not know who hurt him And afterwards 
this defendant, gomg towards Ratcliffe, was met by 
two seafaring men (whom this defendant had once 
before seen in the complainant’s company).” One 
of them asked him why he would not pay the debt,' 
and the other said “that if it were his case. He 
would chop this defendant’s flesh, amj presently 
drew out his dagger and offered to strike there- 
with at this defendant; whereupon he made sudden 
speed to get from the said persons”. 

For fear of death and mutilation of his limbs is the 
phrase used m the Elizabethan records of petitions 
for sureties of the peace, and the alleged threats 
against Beare — that he should be sped and his 
flesh be chopped — obviously fit the terips to a 
nicety. 

A more modern mstance of the procedure, under 
6 , 
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date of December 8, 1763, involves the notorious 
demagogue John Wilkes. A portion of the writ 
'i^ued at his petition by Sir John Eardley-Wilmot, 
as a Judge of the Court of King’s Bench, runs as 
follows: “I have received information on the oath 
of John Wilkes Esq., Matthew Brown, and Mat- 
thias Darly, that one Alexander Dun, between 
eleven and twelve of the clock on Tuesday evenmg 
last, demanded entrance into the house of the said 
John Wilkes, and threatened violence to his person; 
and hath since, in the hearing of the said Matthias 
Darly, declared his intention to massacre the said 
John Wilkes the first opportunity; and therefore 
the said John Wilkes craves sureties of the peace 
•against the said Alexander Dun, not out of hatred 
or malice, but merely for the preservation of his 
life and person from danger”.* 

With threats of flesh-chopping and massacre as 
their reason for being, the entries on the Eliza- 
bethan Controlment Rolls, brief as they were, laid 
hold on my imagination. At first glance it might 
seem a hopeless business to search among such 
violent quarrels for traces of Ben Jonson’s ‘gentle 
Shakespeare’ and Anthony Scoloker’s ‘friendly 
Shakespeare’, whose demeanour Henry Chettle 
1 K B 33/20 
7 
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had seen ‘no less civil than he excellent in the 

a 

quality he professes’. But we must remember that 
the gentle, friendly, and civil Shakespeare,^ lih€ 
everyone else in those days, ‘at his side wore steel’; 
and an Elizabethan gentleman of wit and courage 
had no need to be as violent in temper as Kit 
Marlowe to find himself at some time or other with 
an unsought quarrel on his hands. If Shakespeare 
was at some time in his life involved in a quarrel, 
the possible record of it in these Controlment Rolls 
might prove to be the outcrop of a vein which, 
if followed closely, might yield rich ore. I confess 
that the chance was slim, but it was sufficient to 
set me off on an extended search. 

Pursuing my quest down through the years of 
Shakespeare’s early hfe, I came to 1596— a year 
for which we have already three definite Shake- 
spearean records' the burial at Stratford of the 
poet’s young son Hamnet on August 11, a grant 
of a coat of arms to his father, John Shakespeare, 
on October 20, and an assessment for the subsidy ,*■ 
indicatmg the residence of Shakespeare m the 
parish of St. Helen’s, Bishopsgate, London. 

''At this point in my search — in the roll of entries 
for Michaelmas term, 1596 — the good angel of 
record-searchers must have favoured my rummag- 
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Shakespeare’s quarrel 
ing in his haystack, for at length I was guided to 
the precious needle: 

^ingUa ss WilleZmus Wayte petit securitates 
pacis versus WillcZmum Shakspere, Franciscum 
Langley, Dorotheam Soer uxorem Johannis 
Soer, & Annam Lee, oh metum mortis &c. 

Attachiamentum vicecomiti Surreie letornabile 
xviii Mortiui * 

The legal Latin may be Englished thus. 

England Be it known that William Wayte 
craves sureties of the peace against William 
Shakspere, Francis Langley, Dorothy Soer 
wife of John Soer, and Anne Lee, for fear of 
death, and so forth. 

Writ of attachment issued to the sherifiF of 
Surrey, returnable on the eighteenth of St. 
Martin [i e. November 29, 1596, the last day 
of Michaelmas term]. 

Here was strange treasure-trove. Shakespeare, 
hitherto known only as a poet and player affable 
and unobtrusive, now for the first time steps out 
'from the dusty records of the past as protagonist 
m a turbulent scene of raw Ehzabethan life. To 
be sure, there is here no actual fight to the death, 
as in the cases of his fellow-playwrights Watson" 
Marlowe, Jonson, Day, and Porter; nevertheless 
1 K B 29/234 
9 



SHAKESPEARE VERSUS SHALLOW 

this man Wayte swears that Shakespeare and 

« 

these three other persons have threatened him 
with death. Who is William Wayte? What made 
Shakespeare threaten him? Who are these three 
persons who were arrested with Shakespeare? The 
two women are unknown, but m Francis Langley, 
the other man, we recognize a figure familiar to 
students of the Elizabethan stage. 

Shakespeare’s senior by fourteen years, Langley 
was a member of the Drapers’ Company, and 
dealt m trade as a goldsmith. (By Elizabeth’s 
time, the London livery companies had relaxed 
the strictness of the earlier rules of the craft gilds, 
and many a citizen of London dealt in a trade 
other than that of the company to which he 
belonged.) In 1582, Francis Langley had been 
admitted to the lucrative office of alnager, or in- 
spector and sealer of woollen cloth in London. We 
may be sure that, in the years which followed, he 
made the most of the opportunities afforded by 
his office of extracting fines and fees from th^ 
clothiers; for not long after the date of our newly 
discovered document, I find that on behalf of 
■Several members of the clothing trade he was 
eharged by Attorney-General Coke in the Star 
Chamber with violence and extortion. 
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Langley had purchased the manor of Paris 
Garden in the parish of St. Saviour’s, Southwark, 
in 1589, planning no doubt to add to his sources 
of income by letting houses which he intended to 
build on his new property. In the winter of 1594- 
1595, as we know, he had set about buildmg in his 
grounds a handsome playhouse, which he named 
the Swan. Langley would naturally seek to let his 
splendid new theatre, as soon as it was ready, to a 
good troupe of actors. It has not, however, been 
known what company or companies of players 
made use of the Swan before Pembroke’s Men 
came to it m February 1597. 

• After this brief introduction to Francis Langley, 
let u^ return to our newly discovered document, 
m which Jie is associated with Shakespeare, and 
see what we can deduce from the date and place 
mentioned in this astonishing petition for sureties 
of the peace. 

The writ of attachment, or order for the arrest of 
Shakespeare and the others, reveals the extremely 
interestmg new fact that Shakespeare, as well as 
Langley, was hvmg m the bailiwick of the sheriff 
of Surfey m November 1596 Langley’s manor of 
Paris Garden adjoined the Southwark Bankside, 
or Liberty of the Clmk, with its Bear-Garden and 
11 
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Henslowe’s playhouse, the Rose. For Shake- 

L 

speare’s residence in Southwark, this document 
is new evidence of prime importance, conhnming 
as It does the uncorroborated statement made in 
1796 by Edmund Malone, based on a source which 
no other scholar has seen* “From a paper now 
before me, which formerly belonged to Edward 
Alleyn, the player, our poet appears to have lived 
in Southwark, near the Bear-Garden, in 1596”. 

With this new certainty in hand, we are now in a 
position to ask why Shakespeare migrated from 
the parish of St Helen’s, Bishopsgate (where, m 
October 1596, we know he had been assessed a tax 
of five shillings on goods appraised at a value* 
of five pounds), across the Thames to the Bank"- 
side m or before November of the same year. It 
was not, of course, to be near the famous Globe, 
his later headquarters, since that theatre was 
not built and ready for plays until the sprmg or 
summer of 1599. Hitherto it has been supposed 
that Shakespeare’s company used Burbage’s play-^ 
house called “the Theatre” m Shoreditch mto the 
year 1597. But of this there is no proof; and if it 
Vere so, why did Shakespeare move from B.ishops- 
gate, a district withm easy reach of Burbage’s 
Theatre, to the Bankside m or before November 
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y 

1596, and give himself a gratuitous daily journey 
of more than two miles each way over the water 
and .through London to the playing-place in 
Shoreditch? 

I wish to suggest that Shakespeare went to the 
Bankside because he and his fellow-actors had 
shifted their chief centre of operations from the 
Theatre in the autumn of 1596, and established 
themselves for a time m Langley’s new playhouse, 
the Swan, in Pans Garden. 

We shall see that the reasons for this move were 
urgent At the period of our document, the in- 
veterate opposition of the puritanical authorities 
•of the City had been growing to a strength which 
threatened the livelihood of even the best pro- 
tected companies of players. In November 1594, 
when Langley was preparing to build the Swan, 
the Lord Mayor, outraged by the construction of 
another of what he termed “the ordinary places 
of meeting for all vagrant persons and masterless 
\nen that hang about the City, thieves, horse- 
stealers, whoremongers, cozeners, connycatching 
persons, practisers of treason, and such other like, 
where they consort and make their matches, to* 
the great displeasure of Almighty God, and the 
hurt and annoyance of Her Majesty’s people”, the 

13 
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Lord Mayor, I say, had seized the opportunity to 
urge Ehzabeth’s chief minister. Lord Burghley, 
not only to forbid Langley to proceed, but a\j5o to 
put down “all other plaees” of acting in and near 
London. In September 1595, the Lord Mayor and 
the Aldermen followed up their attack on the 
theatres with a letter to the Privy Council, press- 
ing for the final abolition of stage-playmg In the 
deliberations of the Pnvy Council, Henry Lord 
Hunsdon, Lord Chamberlain, who was of course 
at this lime the patron of Shakespeare’s company, 
must have had no easy task to protect the in- 
terests of his players against such assaults as these. 

Unhappily for Shakespeare and his fellows, on. 
July 22, 1596, Lord Hunsdon died. On the very 
day that death robbed Hunsdon’s company of 
their powerful protector, plays were prohibited 
throughout London and the suburbs. “For that 
by drawing of much people together increase of 
sickness is feared”, was the reason given, but we 
can find no evidence of plague. ^ 

In addition to the temporary prohibition of act- 
mg at the theatres, which were all in the suburbs 
Ur in Southwark, this order meant the closmg of 
the inn-yard playing-places in the City proper, 
which had been important sources of revenue to 
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the players. Once the inn-yards were closed to the 
actors, the new balance of power in the Privy 
Council gave the Lord Mayor and the Aldermen 
the means to prevent their reopemng’ for Hnns- 
don’s successor as Lord Chamberlain, William 
Brooke, Lord Cobham, did not look with favour 
on the players. They reciprocated his dislike. It 
is probable that Shakespeare’s first eboice of the 
name Oldcastle for the fat buffoon who later was 
rechnstened Falstaff was no accident. The his- 
torical Sir John Oldcastle, in the fifteenth cen- 
tury, had married into the family of the Lords 
Cobham. It may not, moreover, have been mere 
fleghgence on Shakespeare’s part that the original 
imme assumed in the Merry Wives by the jealous 
Ford was Brooke. The alteration of ‘Oldcastle’ to 

5 

‘Falstaff’ and of ‘Brooke’ to ‘Broome’ seems to 
mdicate that offence was taken, and had no doubt 
been mtended. 

It IS clear at any rate that with the death of 
^unsdon and the advent of Wdham Brooke, Lord 
Cobham, the members of the acting profession 
were exposed to the full force of official London’s 
hostility. The gravity of the situation for Shake-* 
speare’s fellow-actors m particular is shown by a 
reference to them m a letter written by the poet 
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Tom Nashe to a friend late in the summer of 1596: 
“now the players . . . are piteously persecuted by 
the Lord Mayor and the aldermen, and however 
in their old Lord’s time they thought their state 
settled, It is now so uncertain they cannot build 
upon it”. 

Cut off definitively from the lucrative City inn- 
yards, when actmg in the theatres was once more 
allowed the troupes of players were restricted to 
the four playhouses in the suburbs — the Theatre 
and the Curtam in Shoreditch, and the Rose and 
the new Swan on the Surrey side. By this time 
two companies had risen to a dominant position 
m London, the Admiral’s Men, with Edwarii 
Alleyn, acting at Henslowe’s Rose, and their 
rivals, the late Chamberlain’s Men, with Richard 
Burbage and William Shakespeare, who, as we 
have seen, had been using the Theatre. There 
were difficulties, however, with this house, for it 
had long borne the brunt of Puritan attack; and 
now James Burbage, its owner (father of RichartT 
Burbage the actor), was involved in a dispute with 
Giles Allen, his ground landlord, over a renewal of 
•the lease. Burbage was nearly two years behind 
with his rent. The Theatre was moreover an old 
buildmg, found to be considerably decayed when 
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it was pulled down two years later. Altogether, in 
1596 it must have been a disadvantageous and 
unmvifing place. As for the other possible house, 
the Gurtam, m Shoreditch, there is no evidence 
that Shakespeare and his fellows used it in the 
autumn of 1596, the date of Shakespeare’s arrest 
in Surrey. The Rose, the only other theatre, was 
of course out of the question, being pre-empted by 
the Admiral’s Men. 

Langley’s Swan, in Pans Garden, on the other 
hand, was new, well-built, and was described as 
the largest and fairest of all the playhouses. More- 
over, it was situated in a manor outside the hmits 
of the borough of Southwark; and even South- 
wark, though attached to London, was never so 
strictly under the municipal control as the City 
proper. Southwark’s notorious contempt for the 
civic authorities is referred to by John Donne in 
his first Elegy: 

There we will scorn his household policies 
• As the inhabitants of Thames’ right side 

Do London’s Mayor. 

To players who had tasted the bitter hostility of 
the City, the advantages of the Swan were obvious. 
Shakespeare’s fellows might well resolve to leave 
the older houses with their drawbacks to less 
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important companies, such as the Queen’s Men, 
who had passed their prime, and seek to establish 
themselves in the impressive new theatre in Paris 
Garden. 

As we have seen, although the Swan must have 
been finished by the middle of 1595, it has not 
been known what company or companies of 
players used it before 1597 Professor Wallace dis- 
covered that in Fcbriiaiy of the latter year a newly 
formed group of actors, “servants to the right 
honourable the Earl of Pembroke”, contracted 
with Langley to play at the Swan for one year 
following. But we also learned from this discovery 
that these were not the first actors at the Swan, fer 
they later testified in a suit against Langley that 
the house had been used for plays “lately afore” 
February 1597. Our new document now pomts 
to Shakespeare’s fellows, the late Chamberlam’s 
Men, as the recent users in question. With this 
new light, we now see the force of the remark 
made by the character Tucca, in Dekker’s play 
Satiromastix, which connects the earlier Hamlet 
(acted formerly by the Chamberlam’s Men at the 
Theatre) with the Swan, as follows: “My name’s 
Hamlet revenge thou hast been at Paris Garden, 
hast not?” Finally, m my newly discovered docu- 
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ment, Shakespeare, a leading member of the late 
Chamberlam’s company, is found joined with 
Langlfy, the owner of the Swan.^ 

In short, there is no evidence that Shakespeare 
and his fellows acted at the Theatre or at the 
Curtain in the autumn of 1596. We now learn 
that Shakespeare had moved to the Bankside, 
and was associated with Francis Langley, the 
owner of the new playhouse, the Swan, m Pans 
Garden The reasonable inference is that his com- 
pany was then actmg at the Swan 
So much of what our new document reveals is 
clear enough; but the mystery of the threats of 
Violence and death remains. What was the irnlat- 
mg cause of them’ And who was W illiam Wayte? 

Before seeking light elsewhere, I thought that 
the Controlment Roll which had already given 
me this document might yield something more. It 
was not uncommon, as I had learned, to find that 
the petitioner for sureties of the peace was re- 
tahating on the person complained of for having 

^ The famous copy of Johannes de Witt’s sketch of the in- 
tenor of the Swan would now take on a ne>v and absorbing 
interest if one could delimit the date of hi'^ visit to London to 
the autumn of 1596 We might then buppose with gome con- 
fidence that the scene he there represents as m progress on the 
stage was enacted hy Shakespeare’s fellow-comedians 
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previously sworn the peace against him. I might 
possibly find therefore that one of these persons 
complained of in my new document had af some 
previous time sworn the peace against the present 
complainant: that is to say, that Langley or 
Shakespeare might have already sworn the peace 
against Wayte. Other persons might be found 
involved, and their names be used as further 
clues. 

Fortune again was on my side, for I now dis- 
covered that Langley had indeed previously asked 
for sureties of the peace against Wayte. Among 
the earlier entries for Michaelmas term 1596, I 
turned up the following: 

Anglia ss Franciscus Langley petit securi- 
tales pans versus WiHclmiim Gardener & Wil- 
lelmum Wayte ob metum mortis &c. 

Attachiamentum vicecomiti Surreie retornabile 
Ciastino anlmarum. 

England Be it known that Francis Langley 
craves sureties of the peace against Wdliam 
Gardener and William Wayte for fear of death, 
and so forth. 

Writ of attachment issued to the sherifi’ of 
Surrey, returnable on the Morrow of All Souls 
[November 3, 1596]. 
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In our first document we ha^ found Wayte testi- 
fying to his fear of Shakespeare and Langley. 
Now tve discover that Langley, more than three 
weeks earlier, had already sworn that not only 
Wayte but also a certam Wdliam Gardener had 
first threatened him with death. 

This new name, WiUiam Gardener, was another 
possible source of light; and, as it proved, light 
which was to grow m power untd it dlummated 
the dark region of the unknown. 

The problem now set itself thus: I must find out 
the identity of these men. Gardener and Wayte, 
and with this new knowledge, re-create a hitherto 
iftiknown episode m Shakespeare’s life. 

1* began my search with Gardener’s name as a 
key. Turning to the rich and conveniently in- 
dexed series of State Papers for Elizabeth’s reign, I 
found his name under the date 1584-85, connected 
with the report of a search m a certam suspected 
house for ‘papists and papistical books’. The 
search had been made by the constable and 
baihff of Pans Garden, and the report was taken 
and signed by ‘William Gardiner, Esquire’.^ 

Evidently this Gardmer was my man; and I sus- 
pected from this document that he was a Surrey 
1 State Papers, Domestic, Elizabeth, 176, f. 30. 
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justice of peace, wit^ jurisdiction over the Bank- 
side and Paris Garden My suspicion was con- 
firmed by a glance at the Acts of the Privy Cduncil, 
Here was the minute of the well-known letters 
dated July 28, 1597 (sent by the Privy Council to 
the justices of peace for Middlesex and Surrey): 
orders elicited by the ‘lewd matters’ contained in 
Tom Nashe’s Isle of Dogs, a play recently acted by 
Pembroke’s Men at Langley’s theatre, the Swan. 
And among the Surrey justices who are hereby 
ordered to take harsh steps to suppress the play- 
houses on the Bankside, we read the name of 
‘William Gardyner’. Not only therefore is our 
Wdliam Gardener here proved a justice, but we 
find him ordered to cause the stage of the Swan 
to be torn down by its owner Langley. Langley, 
with whom, as our new document shows. Justice 
Gardmer had had a \lolent quarrel m the autumn 
prccedmg. 

The terms of the Privy Council’s letters arg 
severe. The first, addressed to the justices of 
Middlesex, commands them in the Queen’s name 
not only to prohibit all plays until November 1, 
1597, but also to “send for the owners of the Cur- 
tam Theatre or any other common playhouse and 
enjom them by virtue hereof forthwith to pluck 

22 



shakespeabe’s quahhel 

down quite the stages, galleries, and rooms that 
are made for people to stand in, and so to deface 
the same as they may not be employed again to 
such use; which if they shall not speedily perform, 
you shall advertise us, that order may be taken 
to see the same done according to Her Majesty’s 
pleasure and commandment”. The second letter 
is addressed to “Mr Bowier, William Gardyner, 
and Bartholomew Scott, esquires, and the rest of 
the Justices of Surrey, requiring them to take the 
like order for the playhouses in the Bankside, in 
Southwark, or elsewhere in the said county within 
three miles of London”.* 

• Less than a year, then, after Langley’s violent 
qharrpl of 1596 with Justice Gardiner, we find 
that the latter was under orders from the Council 
to send for the theatre-owner and command him 
to wreck his playhouse. No unwelcome duty, in 
the circumstances! Luckily for theatrical London, 
however, the harsh order for demolition was re- 
considered in season, and the stages and galleries 
were suffered to stand Langley was nevertheless 
pumshed for havmg allowed the ‘slanderous and 
seditious’ Isle of Dogs to be acted m his house. For' 
m the autumn, when Henslowe was permitted to 
* Dasent, Acts of tlie Privy Council, xxvu, 313. 
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reopen the Rose, we know that Langley could get 
no licence to show plays at the Swan. 

But this is to anticipate. Our business at pyesent 
is not with the brush between Justice Gardiner 
and Francis Langley in 1597 over the Isle of Dogs 
and the Privy Council’s order, but with their 
quarrel of 1596, involving Wayte and Shakespeare. 
Thus far I had shed more light on Langley, and 
estabhshed the identity of Gardmer, but Wayte 
remamed a tertium quid. It seemed from the docu- 
ment that he should be connected somehow with 
Justice Gardiner In search of evidence m this 
direction, I had recourse to the records of the 
equity side of the Exchequer, which m due time 
gratified me by yielding a suit dated 1591, brought 
by Thomas Heron, gentleman, an under-marshal 
of the Court of Exchequer, against Wdliam Gar- 
diner of Southwark, Surrey, and Wdliam Wayte.* 
Gardiner is described m Heron’s bdl of complaint 
as “a justice of the peace”, and Wayte is slight- 
ingly set down as “a certain loose person of no 
reckoning or value, being wholly under the rule 
and commandment of the said Gardmer”. This 
unflattering description of Wayte simplified the 
situation for me. As a hanger-on and tool of Gar- 
* Exchequer Bills and Answers.Ehz and James I., Surrey, 40. 
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diner’s, Wayte now took a j)roperly subordmate 
position in the picture. Evidently the central 
figures in the quarrel were Gardiner on the one 
side and Langley and Shakespeare on the other: 
local justice of peace against theatre-owner and 
player. Thus defined, the problem emerged not 
only absorbing but challenging. I should have no 
peace until it was solved. 

At this point the proper move seemed to be to 
go through the chief series of judicial records for 
1596 in search of some clue to the quarrel. The 
courts of Queen’s Bench and Common Pleas, be- 
cause of the richness of their materials, commended 
themselves for this purpose, and I plunged hope- 
fiflly into their docket rolls Once more I was 
not disappointed, for they led me to no less than 
three separate suits, which Justice Gardmer 
brought against Francis Langley, for slander. All 
three were recorded in Michaelmas term 1596, 
the very term of the already discovered petitions 
for sureties of the peace. Two of these actions had 
been entered in the Queen’s Bench in Easter term 
precedmg, and one in the Common Pleas. In the 
Queen’s Bench suits, Gardmer alleges that on two 
occasions in the sprmg. May 21 and May 22, at 
Croydon, Surrey, Langley publicly and slander- 
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ously said of him, “He is a false knave, and a 
false perjured knave; and I will prove him so”. 
Gardmer asserts that his reputation has* been 
damaged by these remarks to the value of a 
thousand pounds each.* In the suit m the Com- 
mon Pleas, Langley is alleged to have said of 
Gardiner, again at Croydon, but on June 1, “He 
IS a false knave, a false, forsworn knave, and a 
perjured knave”. For this Gardmer demands two 
hundred pounds damages ^ 

Langley’s defence to each of the three charges 
is the same. He maintains, adducing records to 
prove his statement, that in a suit in the Court 
of Wards a few years before, Gardiner, m giving 
false testimony under oath, has committed, wilful 
and corrupt perjury Consequently it is no slander 
to call him a false, perjured knave, and Gardmer’s 
action will not he— that is to say, be valid in 
a court of judicature. Gardiner m reply insists 
that Langley’s words were not occasioned by this 
alleged perjury, but by “his own wrong”; and 
that he should therefore have his action for slander. 
It IS to be noted, however, that none of these three 
suits was prosecuted to a trial. Evidently Gar- 
dmer was ‘slandered with matter of truth’. No 
* K B 27/1340/425, 433. “ C P 40/1578/2638. 
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1. Vyllym Gardyn' [WyllyaA Gardyner. 1584, 
13 July Aged about 53 — State Papers, 
• Domestic, Elizabeth, 172, f 49 ] 


2 Wyllym Gardyn' [Wyllyam Gardyner ’1584/5, 
27 January Aged about S3 — State Papers, 
Domestic, Elizabeth, 176, f 30 ] 


3 W yUy Wayte [Wyllyam Wayte 1595, 23 August 
Aged 40 — Star Chamber Proceedings, Eliza- 
beth, G19/28 ] 


4. Wyllya Wayte [WyllyamWayte. 1602, 26 March 
Aged 47 — Town Depositions, Chancery, 
Bundle 294 (pt 1), 5 ] 


5 ffrf Langlay [Froncis Langlay 1600, 30 April 
Aged about 50 — Star Chamber Proceedings, 
Ehzabeth, S18/8 ] 


6 WiHa Shakp [William Shakspere 1612,11 May 
Aged 48. — Court of Requests, Uncalendared 
Proceedmgs, Belott v Mountjoy. Discovered 
by Professor C W' Wallace ] 
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doubt when Langley brought forward his evidence 
of Gardiner’s perjury on record, his angry oppon- 
ent feh; less confident of the strength of his suits 
for slander, and did not care to risk a jury trial, 
with its pubhc airing of the evidence as to his 
character. He abandoned his claims for £2200 
damages. 

We are not told what made Langley so ineensed 
with Justice Gardiner m the spring of 1596 as to 
stigmatize him publicly and repeatedly as a false, 
perjured knave. But we do know that he success- 
fully roused Gardiner’s spleen against him. By 
the autumn, irritation had mounted to such a 
jhtch, as we have seen by our new documents, that 
tlireate of violence were bandied between Gardiner, 
joined with his henchman Wayte, and Langley 
and Shakespeare. 

Whatever may have started the quarrel, it is fair 
to infer that, m the autumn of 1596, Gardiner, 
to get some satisfaction for the vile name he had 
been given, was doing his best to revenge him- 
self on Langley The City’s attack on the play- 
houses was at Its height Langley’s most vulnerable 
pomt was therefore his position as owner of a ‘ 
theatre. Using his power as justice of peace m 
Southwark, and seconded by the lord mayor and 
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the aldermen, Gardiner could piteously persecute 
Langley and Shakespeare and his fellow-actors at 
the Swan. The latter, however, though deprived 
of their strong support m the Privy Council, 
had nevertheless a present protector in their new 
patron, Sir George Carey, now Lord Hunsdon 
after his father’s death. As for the wealthy and 
energetic Langley, he was far from defenceless. 
Whenever therefore Justice Gardmer may have 
descended on them in person, or through the 
medium of his man Wayte, m an attempt to put 
the Swan out of business, they were prepared to 
resist him. 

The ‘false knave’ Justice Gardiner and the 
‘loose person’ William Wayte, by their assault bn 
the embattled Langley and Shakespeare, took on 
an absorbmg mterest. I set out eagerly to learn 
everything I could about these fascinating enemies 
of our men of the theatre, and with every new- 
found fact their interest grew. 
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f know he got his wealth with a hard gripe 
He would eat fools and ignorant heirs clean up — 

And had his drink from many a poor man's brow 

E’en as their labour brewed it 

He would scrape riches to him most unjustly, 

The very dirt between bis nails was ill got, 

And not his own. 

The Puritan, ii, 1 

It will sufficiently appear that the above descrip- 
tion may be not unfairly applied to the Southwark 
justice who attacked Langley and Shakespeare. 
His hfe, as I have woven it together from new 
documents, will grow before our eyes into a tissue 
of greed, usury, fraud, cruelty, and perjury of 
crtme^in short, enough to make him a marked man 
even in the Elizabethan age. We shall see him 
lending money at ten m the hundred, defrauding 
his wife’s family, his son-m-law, and his stepson, 
oppressing his neighbours, and rack-renting his 
poor tenants. By these and similar means he will 
amass great wealth, and at the close of the chapter 
die detested. 

By reckoning his years from his funeral certificate 
we learn that he was born about 1531, the younger 
son of William Gardiner, a yeoman or gentleman 
who farmed Bermondsey Grange, on the borders 
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of Southwark. As a youth, the future Surrey 
justice was most probably sent to one of the Inns 
of Chancery, the schools of law subsidiary ^o the 
great Inns of Court Some knowledge of the law 
was considered essential to the education of an 
Elizabethan gentleman; but Gardiner used his as a 
foundation for his later mastery of sly law-tncks. 

Our first document brings him into view m 1555, 
on the wrong side of a lawsuit, for he was con- 
victed and heavily fined m that year for breaking 
a fence and pasturing his cattle on a neighbour’s 
land In the same year, we find a certain William 
Gardiner obtaining from Cardinal Pole a dispensa- 
tion to eat ficsh in Lent, on the ground that his atJ- 
ments made the consumption of fish injurious *o 
his constitution If this Gardiner be our hero, his 
health very soon improved on an uninterrupted 
diet of meat; for in the following year we find our 
Gardmer of Southwark strong enough to ‘make a 
fray and draw blood upon’ another young gentle- 
man, William Becston, for which feat of arms he 
paid a fine of three shillings and fourpence. His 
first recorded misdeeds arc, therefore, breakmg 
into a neighbour’s pasture with his hungry cows, 
and a sanguinary brawl with swords. The eludmg 
of fish IS doubtful 
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But to grow rich rapidly, which was his main con- 
cern, the quickest means was to engage in trade m 
the City; and, hke everyone else, Gardmer had to 
secure the privileges of a citizen of London before 
he could barter in the metropolis The necessary 
step was to become ‘free of the city’ by gaming 
admission to one of the livery companies — the 
Ehzabethan successors of the medieval craft gilds. 
Accordingly in the autumn of 1556 we find him 
buymg himself mto the Company of the Grey 
lawyers, the dressers or workers of grey skms and 
leathers. Wc remember that John Shakespeare, 
the poet’s father, was called a glover or white 
tawyer (whittawer, whitticr), a worker m white 
leifthers. Gardmer, however, did not propose to 
work, but to lend money, buy, and sell. He had no 
knowledge of tawmg, and did not want to taw. 
Yet it seems that he got in among the workers m 
leather by false pretences, for we find a complaint 
lodged m the Lord Mayor’s Court to the effect 
that Gardmer was ‘not skdful m the said art, nor 
yet [did] practise the same’. 

On his brother Richard’s death at about this 
time, WiUiam Gardmer succeeded to his father’s 
very substantial estate m Bermondsey, a property 
which he promptly increased by marriage in 1558. 
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His wife was Frances, widow of the late Edmund 
Wayte, a prosperous leatherseller of Bermondsey, 
and eldest daughter of another rich leathej-seller, 
Robert Luce or Lucy, gentleman, of London. 
Robert Luce had been Second Warden of the 
Leathersellers’ Company m 1554-1555, and in 
the following year Edmund Wayte had served as 
First Warden or Master of the Company. By this 
marriage it will he seen that Gardiner secured to 
himself the estates of these two wealthy citizens, 
for on her mother’s death Frances (Luce) Wayte 
admmistered her father’s property. By her first 
husband, Edmund Wayte, she had had two sons, 
the elder of whom in 1558 was fourteen years ojd 
and his father’s heir This son must have died, 
for we learn by a later document that his rights 
passed to William Wayte (now discovered asShake- 
speare’s adversary), a younger brother, born about 
1555 How shamefully and systematically William 
Wayte was defrauded by his stepfather Gardiner, 
and how the latter went further and cheated his 
wife’s brother and sisters of their shares m their 
father Robert Luce’s large estate, we shall see 
when we come to the appropriate passages in the 
story of his life. 

Meanwhile, following the example of his wife’s 
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father and her first husband, Gardiner had been 
admitted to the fellowship of the Leathersellers 
(no dotibt via the Grey Tawycrs), for a search of 
the records of that company shows that shortly 
after Elizabeth’s accession he defaulted on his 
share of a loan to the Queen. The entry, dated 
1558, runs: “William Gardner, £5; not received. 
Paid none ” 

His first (recorded) he appears m a court record 
of 1560, when, to avoid payment of a claim on the 
Bermondsey estate, we find him declaring that 
he was not his father’s executor Against this de- 
claration we have his own sworn statement made 
inj.573 that, together with his brother Richard, on 
thtf death of his father he had taken execution of 
his father’s will 

Thus seen to be a liar on lecord, Gardmer we find 
increased his ill fame m 1565 by using language 
and behaviour to the Wardens of the Leather- 
sellers’ Company so outrageous that they were 
driven to ask the Lord Mayor’s Court to send 
him to prison The Court found that his offences 
merited such punishment, and he was accordmgly 
committed, for wc read the entry m their books: 
“Mayor’s Court, January 25, 1565. — William 
Gardmer, leatherseller, for his misdemeanours and 
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contemptuous and unfitting words and language 
towards his Warden and Company lately had and 
used, was this day committed to ward m Nei^gate,” 
We are not told how long Gardmer cooled his 
heels in Newgate, perhaps it was only for a few 
days It IS evident, however, that this mdefinite 
sojourn behmd the bars was not sufficient to cor- 
rect his bad manners, for a few months later we 
find the Lord Mayor once more sending him into 
confinement at the request of the Leathersellers. 
Ihe order was given on May 17, 1565‘ “It was 
ordered, at the suit of the Company of the Leather- 
sellers, that William Gardmer (being one of their 
Company), for his misdemeanours towards thejn, 
shall be committed to ward by my Lord May>or, 
there to remain till the next Court ” 

To imprison the noxious Gardmer, while perhaps 
enough to relieve the feelmgs of the Leather- 
sellers, was not, however, to work any reforma- 
tion m his anti-social tendencies, for we find a 
record that between his two terms ‘m ward' 
he found time to brmg a false claim agamst Sir 
Thomas Lodge, a former lord mayor of London, 
in an attempt to extort a second payment of a 
debt secured by a bond of £500 penalty. Lodge 
mamtamed that he had already paid the money, 
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and a note on the record shows that Gardmer was 
very properly obliged to abandon the suit. 

The year 1567 furnishes three items revealing 
various sides of Gardiner’s perverse nature. We 
read that the Leathersellers fined him for failing 
to pay them certain arrears, and that they had 
paid sixteen shillings “charges in the law for 
controversies of William Gardmer”. In the Court 
of Queen’s Bench on another occasion we learn 
that he was fined £10 for making a false claim. 

In the next year, 1568, Gardmer appears again 
in the Court of Queen’s Bench, actuated, as we 
shall see, by vengeful malice The record shows 
tlvit he prosecuted an upholsterer, one Thomas 
Ducke^ on a charge of perjury, and demanded the 
full penalty of the law for that crime — £20 fine 
(half for himself and half for the Queen, as the 
law provided) — insisting that if the unfortunate 
man could not pay, “he should be nailed by the 
ears to the pillory”: thus pressing for the full 
barbarity of the statute Luckily for our clearer 
understandmg of the rights of the case, Ducke’s 
own account of the aflair, given m another con- 
nection some years later, has been preserved. 
From this it appears that he had stirred up 
Gardiner’s hatred by testifying against him at a 
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trial in which the latter had been convicted of 
wrongfully selling a certain Humphry Baker’s fur- 
niture and appropnatmg the proceeds. IJor this 
offence Gardmer had been fined £13 12d In recall- 
ing the details of Gardiner’s vengeful prosecution 
of him for perjury, Ducke says, “the point of the 
supposed perjury consisted m this. [I] deposed m a 
suit before the Justices of Assize at Croydon ... in 
the suit between [Gardiner] and [one Baker] that 
certam goods — as a table in a frame, and stools, 
mattress, and such other things — were lying and 
standing in [Gardiner’s] house and thereupon 
[Gardiner] endeavoured to prove [me] perjured, 
because he supposed the said tables and srch 
other things were not standing, and so, having a 
jury whom he had in some awe, and some his poor 
neighbours, found this jioor deponent guilty of 
perjury. And afterwards [as I laboured] to attaint 
the jury (as indeed [I] had done if Mr Justice 
Southcote had not taken up the matter), Mr. 
Gardiner, unexpectedly on [my] part, sought an 
end and agreement at [my] hand ” 

H ere is rev ealmg testimony According to Ducke, 
Gardmer prosecuted him for perjury on a quib- 
bling point before a packed jur^ , which had reason 
to be afraid of the rich rascal Knowing that 
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the jury had been corruptly empanelled, Ducke 
challenged it, but Mr. Justice Southcote took the 
affair m hand (perhaps to save appearances) and 
no doubt advised Gardiner to drop his malicious 
prosecution. What a picture of Gardmer’s un- 
scrupulous use of power and legal corruption for 
purposes of revenge' 

Though he frequently found leisure to indulge 
his malicious stomach in prosecutions of this sort, 
Gardmer bent his chief energies on the more gain- 
ful activity of scraping riches to himself The list 
of his acquisitions of large pieces of landed pro- 
perty, as I find It in the records, grows steadily 
with the years And in spite of the obnoxious 
beRavijmr already recorded and his detestable 
disposition, his wealth made him rise in the ranks 
of the Lcathersellcrs The Company had four 
leading officers or w'ardens, elected annually, 
ranging from F’ourth or Junior Warden to First 
Warden or Master; and we learn that Gardmer 
served as Fourth Warden m 1568-1569, and as 
an auditor m 1570, though m 1573 he was again 
fined by the Company forty shillings “for words 
spoken by him”. 

An interestmg link between Gardmer and John 
Shakespeare, the poet’s father, comes to light in 
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the discovery of a suit which the latter prosecuted 
in the Court of Common Pleas in Easter and 
Trmity terms 1572, against John Luther, a Ban- 
bury glover, for payment of a debt of £50 con- 
tracted on June 16, 1571. Shakespeare, we find, 
received judgment to recover his £50 with 33s. 4d. 
damages, but we are not told whether he obtained 
the money '■ 

It IS instructive to note that Henry Burr, the 
London attorney who appeared for John Shake- 
speare in this suit, was also Wdliam Gardiner’s 
lawyer at tins period It is not impossible that 
John Shakespeare, the ex-baihir of Stratford, m 

1 C P 40/130 1/910<1 Tnniti 14 i'lliz 

London John Lulhor lalo of London, ploier, alias John 
Luther of Banbury. Oxon , gIo\< r, was summonoii to ans^ver 
John Shaxbcr< of blrotford on Avon in (o Wanvitk, yeoman, 
in a plea that lie ouid liiiri €50, eti And John Sh.ixherp, by 
Henry Burr In', attorney, said that John Luther on 16 June 
13 Eh/ at London h> a certain writing obligatory had ac- 
knowledged himself bound to the same John bhaxbcrc in the 
aforesaid £50 to be paid on denuind The said John Shaxbere 
had been damaged to tin i.ilue oftlO And he produced there 
in Court the writing And John Luther, bt Thomas Gardener 
his attoriiev, came and debndid lorce and injury, etc 

It u as coiisidcn d that lohn bhaxherc should recover his debt 
and 33s Id damages [An earher refirenee to the same suit, 
Lastcr 14 E,hz , mera 1410, cannot ho traced, as the plea roll 
on which it IS contained is unht for production 1 owe the dis- 
(ovpr\ of this new light on John Shakespeare to the help of 
my Iricnds Mr J H Morrison and Miss N MciN O’Earrell ] 
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his visits to Henry Burr in London, came into 
contact with another client, the rich swindler and 
money-lender who was to persecute his son some 
fifteen years later. 

But during these fifteen intervening years 
Gardiner was busy with nefarious practices, some 
of which brought him money, and all of which 
intensified the bad odour of his name. For ex- 
ample, we find him m 1573 playing one of his 
typical tricks on a fellow-leatherscller, Ralph 
Walker Though Walker had paid in full a sum 
of £50 due on a bill, Gardiner nevertheless kept 
the bill uncancelled, and put it m suit afterwards 
t« force Walker to pay another £50. Walker com- 
praine.d of Gardiner’s dishonest attempt in the 
Court of Requests; and a witness in this suit on 
his behalf, one Thomas Kendall, gentleman (who 
had tried in vain to collect £3 that Gardiner owed 
him), gives us in his deposition a taste of Gardiner’s 
unsavoury character, as follows' “. . . meeting 
with the said Gardiner m Southwark, [I] demanded 
the said £3 again of the said Gardiner, who denied 
the same again; and then [IJ asked him again if 
that he were not paid his said £50 of the said 
Walker, who said, ‘Yes, 1 am fully satisfied, con- 
tented, and paid, but yet I have his bill for the 
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said £50 yet remaining in my hands’. And [I] 
asked him wherefore he did keep the said hill, 
being fully satisfied, contented, and paid; and 
then the said Gardmer answered that m keepmg 
of the said bill he had a meaning which [I] should 
not know, and then [I] departed.” Gardmer’s 
secret meaning became perfectly plain when he 
used the bdl, as we have seen, as the ground for a 
dishonest prosecution at law It is to be hoped 
that he was restrained from robhmg Walker. 

Gardmer went back and forth between the city 
and bis suburban Bermondsey, and it is clear that 
to his predatory activity among his busmess as- 
sociates he added raids on the pocket-books of 
his neighbours and tenants m Bermondspy. ‘It 
appears that in October 1577 some of the latter, 
driven beyond their endurance, turned on him 
with threats of violence, for in that month we dis- 
cover (iardmer begging in the Court of Queen’s 
Bench for sureties of the peace, swearmg that two 
groups of four persons each in Surrey had threat- 
ened him with death or mutilation. Two of these 
persons, John Strangman and his wife Eleanor, 
I have identified as neighbours of Gardiner’s in 
Bermondsey. With no additional details to help 
us, we are left to conclude either that his ill-treat- 
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ment had goaded them mto threatening him, or 
that his oath against them was false, and his pro- 
ceedmg a mahcious and vengeful means of annoy- 
ing them. However that may be, Gardiner cer- 
tamly hounded Strangman in the law. After he 
had sworn the peace against him, Gardiner got a 
judgment m the Court of Common Pleas agamst 
Strangman on an action of trespass and a writ of 
execution to the sheriff to raise £120 on the latter’s 
goods; and in a fiirthei suit we find him alleging 
that Strangman had carried off forty cartloads of 
his hay. 

Execrated though he was, and with reason, in 
Bej’mondscy and among his fellows in the Com- 
pany qf Lcathersellers in the City, the records 
show that Gardmcr nevertheless served as Second 
Warden of that Company m 1577-1578 No doubt 
the Lcathersellers had certain ends to serve in 
clectmg him to oflicc, but such a character as his 
could hardly have added to the dignity or pres- 
tige of the Company 

We now come to a passage m Gardiner’s life by 
which he aggravated his already heavy load of ill- 
repute. Thomas Radchffe, third Earl of Sussex, 
who was Elizabeth’s Lord Chamberlain and a 
deadly enemy of her ‘gypsy favourite’ Leicester, 
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lived near Gardiner in Bermondsey. The Queen 
had visited the Earl there twice in 1571, when he 
lay ‘very sick’. At least as early as 1579, Gerdmer, 
though already a rich man, had attached himself 
to the Earl, entering that great official’s ‘service’ 
no doubt, as we shall see, for certain advantages 
and immunities which Sussex’s protection might 
afford him. Associated with him, of course, m the 
Lord Chamberlain’s household was the famous 
company of players which acted frequently before 
the Queen at Court This new light on Gardmer 
reveals the fact that he had been m touch with 
actors long before his quarrel with Langley and 
Shakespeare , 

Our first indication that Gardiner gaiped'by 
sheltermg under the protection of the Lord Cham- 
berlain comes from the jear 1579, when we find a 
certain William Stedman complaining to the Privy 
Council that Gardiner, by altering the terms of an 
indenture, was trying to cheat him. The Council, 
which naturally included Gardiner’s master Sus- 
sex, called Gardmer up and made some effort to 
put matters right, but later documents show that 
his crafty crookedness evaded their purpose, and 
that he made at least £100 clear out of his dealings 
m Stedman’s land 
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As a very wealthy citizen, Gardiner was now 
liable to election as one of the two sheriffs of the 
City. IVfone but rich men were called to this dig- 
nity, for the honour was a burden, and cost its m- 
cumbent sometimes as much as £20,000 a year m 
modern values, for “m London, if anywhere in the 
world, honos vere onus esl'’\ as William Smith tells 
us, in his Brief Description of the Famous City of 
London, adding that “the estate and charge that 
one sheriff in London keepeth amountcth some- 
times to £2500 that year”. In the summer of 1579 
Gardiner was duly elected to this expensive office 
of sheriff, hut, greedy as over to get other men’s 
m»ney and determined to hold what he had got, 
he 'promptly refused to serve, pretending that his 
duties as servant to the Lord Chamberlain made 
it impossible for him to accept the position He 
thus incurred the usual line of £200 imposed on 
citizens who upon their election refused to serve. 
This fine he declined to pay Thereupon the Lord 
Mayor and the Aldermen took the suit to the Lord 
Chief Justice, in an effort to enforce payment 
by law; but to lend a colour to his excuse that 
he was already occupied on the Lord Chamber- 
lain’s affairs of state, Gardiner quickly undertook 
an errand for the Privy Council mto Munster, 
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Ireland. The City authorities were not, however, to 
be put off 60 lightly, and on his return Gardiner 
was faced with their demand for the unpard fine. 
His next shift was to persuade his master Sussex 
to write a letter to the Lord Mayor’s Court in his 
favour By this intercession of the Lord Chamber- 
lam’s, the fine was reluctantl\ reduced from £200 
to filiO But, true to his miserly nature, Gardiner 
refused to pay even this small amount 
The l.ord Mayor and his colleagues were then 
obliged to write to the Lord Chamberlain, remmd- 
ing him that “for )our Lordship’s sake we re- 
mitted unto him £150. and abated his fine to £50 
only, wherein wc beseech your Lordship to remem- 
ber that for precedent’s sake more we could not do 
for him. and in that which we have done (the fine 
being not ours but the Commonalty's) we can 
hardly defend the favour showed him if it should 
be known to the body of the Citj . but we should 
be enforced either to pay it ourselves or to bear 
greater blame than we gladly would or can with 
our good reputation INow Mr Gardiner, being 
called upon for this small sum of £50, doth not 
only not acknowledge the favour showed him for 
your sake, but also refuseth to obey our order 
therein . Because we are loath to take our 
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remedy by law agamst him (bemg your servant) 
without first making you privy of the case, we 
pray your Lordship to take our domg m good part, 
and command him quietly to take benefit of our 
said abatement of his fine and to pay the said sum 
of £50, that we be not for precedent and for our 
discharge toward the Commons enforced to seek 
what we ought and may by law; which being once 
disclosed cannot be less than the whole sum of 
£200, unless the Common Council discharge him; 
which we wish him for his own sake not to essay 
and put all in peril ” 

Still Gardiner refused to pay; and it was not 
uDl:il 1582, three years after his first refusal to 
serve, .that the City finally forced him by law to 
pay the £50 fine The authorilies had good reason 
to be disgusted with so rich a man’s evasion of 
his duty, and were m no mind to let him escape 
so easily The)^ waited, however, until his master 
Sussex was dead, and m the summer of 1585 agam 
elected Gardmer shenfl When he agam gave 
“his direct and plain answer . that he would not 
accept and take upon him the execution of the 
said office”, they fined him £200 Yet again he 
defaulted The Lord Mayor sued him before Lord 
Chief Justice Anderson, but perhaps the wily 
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Gardiner had prudently ingratiated himself with 
Anderson (who as we know was later his friend). 
At any rate I can find no record that he ev.er paid 
this fine 

Grown rich by money-lendmg and fraud, though 
he might repeatedly refuse an expensive honour 
and evade the consequent fines, Gardiner was 
nevertheless not averse to seeking dignified posi- 
tion, provided the cost was small Marston’s 
observations on the typical usurer are very apt 
for him 

i’el Willi good honest ont-throal usury 
I fear he'll niouul lo reverend dignity 
O sleight' all-canning sh iglit' all-daninuig sleight' 
The only galUy-laddcr unto might 

A promotion to public office would mdeed bring 
increase of power to Gardiner, but we may agree 
with Anthony Fletcher that it would be a bad 
thing for the government of England “the usurer 
serveth for nothing but Hell, and howsoever he 
thnveth here, he shall be surely pmched there It 
were well (in my opinion) if usurers were censured 
now in our days as they were m times past: m 
those days they w'ere never called to any office in 
the church nor commonwealth For what right, 
justice, or equity could be looked for at their hands 
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which were most unnatural and cruel oppressors 
of their brethren?” ^ 

The Rjoney with which Gardmer was gilded 
covered his glaring vices, and in the summer of 
1580 we find that he rose from gentleman to 
esquire on being mcluded in the royal commission 
for Surrey as a justice of peace. His district was 
Bnxton Hundred, which comprised Southwark, 
Paris Garden, Bermondsey, Camberwell, and 
neighbouring places. The followmg year saw his 
name pricked or chosen as one of the quorum — 
the select body of justices “eminent for learning 
or prudence”, the presence of two or more of whom 
wag necessary before felonies and other mis- 
demeanours could be inquired of and determined. 
From the records we learn that Gardiner continued 
m the quorum until his death m 1597 An ex- 
amination of the files of the Surrey clerk of the 
peace reveals him as bj far the busiest justice m 
the county. His total of recorded committals to 
prison during bis years of office is 297, as against 
the 193 of his nearest comjietitor on the bench, 
Edmund Bowyer of Camberwell, over the same 
period. This great number of committals must 
be taken as evidence that Gardiner’s jurisdiction 
^ Certaine similes ( 1595 ), 123 
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was over the most thickly settled and criminal 
region of Surrey, namely, Southwark. 

From what we have seen and arc soon to Jeam of 
Justice Gardiner, I can imagine no man fitter to 
illustrate the w ords of Lear “See how yond justice 
rails upon yon simple thief Hark in thine ear: 
change places, and, handy-dandy, which is the 
justice, which is the thief’ . The usurer hangs 
the cozener Through tatter’d clothes small vices 
do appear. Robes and furr'd gowns hide all.” 

Judicial duties were never suflered to stand in 
the wav of our crooked justice’s lease-monger- 
mg and money-rnongermg, and exactmg the full 
penalty of bonds if payments were delayed a ,day 
beyond their date, he frequently “fatted his 
fingers with many rich forfeitures” One of his 
favourite shifts was to pretend friendship only to 
entrap a victim in the words of Anthony Fletcher, 
“under colour of love and friendship to take his 
neighbour by the hand and lift him up, to the end 
he might give him a greater fall” One such 
episode is disclosed m 1582 by Thomas Waade, 
a gentleman of Gray’s Inn, m a complaint m 
Chancery that his father-m-law was cruelly 
tricked and robbed of his dwelling-house by 
Gardiner, who pretended to help him and actually 
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cheated him, “as by his subtle deabng before, and 
sinister practices after, may probably appear”. 
The contemptible tnck, Waade tells us, was 
turned; and Gardiner, coming to seize the poor 
man’s household goods, “behaved himself with 
such insolency [that] he gave not only great grief 
and corresy” — corrosive, mental pain — to the 
daughter and her old father, but by his actions 
“brought tears even from his [own] servant or 
friend whom he set as a watchman m the said 
house”. Not content with this heartless treat- 
ment of such defenceless victims, Gardmer was 
now moving to grmd the son-in-law, Thomas 
Waade, and we find the latter entreatmg the Lord 
Chancellor to give relief, “for the repressing of so 
foul and unchristian [an] enterprise”. 

Some of Gardiner’s most foul and unchristian 
enterprises were reserved, I have found, for his own 
relatives In his cormorant-Iike fishing for fools, 
famdy ties were no obstacle those nearest with- 
out any compunction were expeditiously devoured. 
Two examples of the predatory justice’s preymg 
upon his relatives, which offer interest by then- 
contrast, are his treatment of his stepson William 
Wayte and of his daughter Katherine’s husband, 
John Stepkm. Wayte was systematically swmdled 

49 


E 



SHAKESPEARE VERSUS SHALLOW 


throughout his whole association with Gardiner — 
almost forty years — and apparently was kept 
dangling in continued hope of better days, where- 
as Stepkin’s agonies, though sharper, were com- 
paratively brief 

By the death of his elder brother, as we have 
seen, William Wayle had fallen heir to his father’s 
estate. This occurred not long after his mother’s 
marriage to Gardiner in 1558 It is now clear from 
later documents that though the father had died 
wealthy, Gardiner kept young William out of his 
inheritance, and employed him as a servant to 
further his own ends. We have already quoted the 
contemptuous mention of Wayte m 1591 as a 
“loose person of no reckoning or valuf, being 
wholly under the rule and commandment of the 
said Gardiner’’. More proof that Gardmer kept 
him poor is found in the lay subsidy or tax rolls. 
Here Wayte’s name first appears m 1598, the year 
following Justice Gardiner’s death, his goods then 
being appraised for taxation at less than a tenth 
of what his father’s property had been m 1556. 
Not onlv did Gardiner take Wayte’s mheritance 
from him. but he used him as a hook to get more; 
for we find that the justice married his kinsman 
to an heiress about the year 1580, only to gull him 
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of the property she brought w 
too plain that the avaricious ] 
fools and ignorant heirs clean i 

After such experiences as tl 
hands, there is something pitifu 
ing on in the belief that his ste 
haps keep a promise, or some 
sort of right. Gardiner mus 
lon,g-snf^e_i^g gull that b 
store something'Of^^^^*' 

He even went so far, ** 
his will for a modest 1 
gether with a lease of so 
como to him from his fath 
£50 apiece for Wayte’s you 
when they should come of agi 
however, the crafty old churl m 

which excluded Wayte entirely, and rt,^ 

children’s portions to £40 apiece. 

To be cut off without a farthing this was Wilh 
Wayte’s reward after long years spent m s 
servmg the covetous ends of his stepfather 
whose thankless service m 1596, as our ne 
discovered Shakespeare document shows, he n 
have earned a blow or two from Francis Lan^ 
or Wilham Shakespeare, or both. And yet 
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a fortnight after the will had 
e had learned how he had been 
ast penny, we meet the disin- 
Iking m solemn black, beanng 
np the pennon of Gardiner’s 
s mind had been so completely 
ner’s that even if he knew his 
ip and a cheat, the justice 
weak stej)son a gre^* rich 
cheat 

ad some years, Wayte 
It lent courage to make 
im part of the G^rdmer 
over him m 1602 brmgmg 
inst Gaidincr’s son William 
. a large estate which it seems 
jmichased in their joint names. A 
I and foolish attempt, doomed to certain 

ire, for to tins part of the Gardiner estate 
yte had not the shadow of a right. There is a 
' possibility, however, that this suit may have 
1 a ‘friendly’ proceeding winch young Gardmer 
uaded Waj te to institute m order to clear his 
rdmei’s) title But whichever it was, bona fide 
,ation or ‘fiiendly’ suit, Wayte got nothing out 
t 
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The end of the story of this pitiful dupe and tool 
of the evil justice is written in the records of 1603, 
the year of the great plague. The pestilence swept 
Wayte and his second wife away together, and on 
August 29, 1603, they were buried in Bermondaev 
with twenty -nine of their neighbours 
William Wayte has been completely forgo.! mi 
for more than three centuries But from n<»! he 
his place in literary biography is seriirc . As 
as men contiiiue to read the story of Shake‘^T'( .r* '' 
life, Wayte will be recalled as tli» unforlaf' 
fellow who — doubtless at the putting-on of Jus'/i 
Gardmer — picked a quarrel with the adtpr-drama- 
tistf and swore m Court that Shakesphiire had 
menaced him with death and mutilation , 

We must leave him to enjoy his belated far^^ 
and proceed to an account of Gardiner’s treatment 
of his son-iu-law John Stepkm This young man 
was tricked just as cruelly as Wayte, but he showed 
more spirit when he discovered Gardiner’s knavery. 
A gentleman of a good estate m Whitechapel, we 
find Stepkm enmeshed m the cunning justice’s net 
in 1581 With fair words Gardmer drew him on to 
take his daughter Katherine in marriage, promis- 
mg him a handsome dowry with her hand, and 
craftily persuading the young man not to take any 
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legal advice in the matter except from him. We 
learn that after the justice had secured an excel- 
lent jointure from Stepkin, the marriage took 
place. It then became clear that not only would 
Gardiner keep none of his promises, but that he 
was setting out to drive his son-m-law to utter 
rum with all possible speed by unconscionable use 
quirks of the law 

t us hear Stcpkm, after liis discovery of the 
iiiious plan, begging Queen Elizabeth through 
Court of Star Chamber to give him justice 
.gainst the swimllor. Stigmatizing Gardmer as 
“a man inclined to strange opmions, and using 
hard and strait dealing towards some of Your 
Majesty’s subjects”, he goes on to say that his un- 
natural fatlier-in-law “did mean nothmg else but 
fraud towards [me], and to beguile and deceive 
[me] m those things wherem both honesty and 
fatherly love should ha\c urged him to have done 
and dealt plamly. . . . [He] boasteth and greatly 
gloricth m that he hath so defrauded and deceived 
[me] in matchmg his . . daughter with [me] hy 
such fraud, deceit, and evil dealing.” It will appear 
that what Stepkin meant by his phrase “a man m- 
clmed to strange opmions” was to charge Gardmer 
with atheism, or at the least with irrehgious be- 
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liefs. This is a new and (to an Elizabethan mind) 
an abominable side of Gardiner’s character. 

Later^ when Gardiner after long delay has put m 
an answer to the charges of fraud, Step kin pomts 
out that “he hath not replied m all this time; the 
which argueth that he is greatly ashamed to pro- 
ceed, lest his lewd and unhonest dealing should 
now be manifested unto the world; although he 
be a man already of whom the world generally 
speaketh evil . and especially all those that have 
had any dealing VTth him at all, by reason of his 
hard conscience and corrupt dealing, but for the 
opinion of the world [he] little regardeth, as he 
hath very often m speeches affirmed, saying, he 
carcth,not what the world thinketh of him, for he 
hath money enough”. 

Stepkin’s specific charges against Gardiner m 
this suit were corroborated by one Thomas Kynge, 
clerk, aged 70, M'ho had been a witness of their 
conversations Kynge further swore he had heard 
Gardiner voice the damnable opinion “that God 
hath nothing to do with the world since He created 
it, and that the world was not governed by Him”i 
It is certamly difficult to see how' Gardmer com 
have squared his conduct with any behef in Gi 
rulmg of human affairs 
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More evidence on the victimizing of Stepkin was 
furnished after the young man’s death by his 
mother and her second husband, William Chester, 
esquire, who informed the Queen m the Court of 
Exchequer in 1587 that “Gardiner, having by his 
fair promises obtained that thing which he de- 
sired [viz the jointure on Stepkm’s marriage with 
his daughter], performed nothing which he pro- 
mised, but endeavoured for his own private lucre 
and profit rather to hurt and hinder the said Step- 
km than to benefit him” 

We find that Stepkin did not long survive his ill- 
treatment at Gardiner’s hands A certain Mary 
Rowland, who as we are told attended him m his 
last illness, deposed (in a suit brought on other 
grounds against Gardiner m the Star Chamber) 
m February 1588 as follows “She hath heard the 
said Stepkin say that he had preferred a bill mto 
this honourable Court against [Gardiner] contam- 
ing such bad matters as be mentioned in this in- 
terrogatory [sf ‘for witchcraft, sorcery, keeping of 
two toads, holding of irrchgious opinions’] ” As 
we ha\e already seen, only the last of these ‘bad 
atters’. namely, the charge of irreligious opinions, 

' actually been included by Stepkin m his com- 
against Gardmer No doubt he mtended to 
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superadd accusations of sorcery and the keeping 
of two toads (presumably either as ‘familiars’ or 
to furiush what was believed to be poison); but 
these particulars are not to be found in the original 
suit. In her deposition, Mary Rowland added 
that Stepkin, “m the time of his sickness where- 
of he died, would exclaim against the said Mr. 
Gardiner . and seemed to be of opinion and 
conceit that the ill-usage and dealings he had 
received at [Gardiner’s] hands was the very cause 
of his sickness; and m the extremity of his sick- 
ness, when he could but even stir himself, would 
cry out and say ‘Oh, that I had him here*’ — mean- 
mg^the said [Gardiner] — ‘He is the cause of my 
sicknes^*’ ” Before he died Stepkin nevertheless 
“did very Christian-hke forgive the said Mr. 
Gardiner” 

According to Mary Rowland, Stepkin had also 
said “that the said Mr. Gardiner was of so devdish 
opinion that he thought there was no God, and 
that He had no government m the world, and that 
no man would care how he lived because he was 
predestinated either to salvation or damnation” 
The inconsistency of Gardiner’s alleged utlerancf 
— a denial of the existence of God side by 
with an admission that God existed bu* 
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nothing to do with the world — did not diminish 
their devihsh character for an Elizabethan mmd. 
The alleged fatalistic rejection of the Christian 
tenet of justification by faith made manifest by 
works was equally damnable. 

Atheism, witchcraft, sorcery, keepmg of two 
toads — no accusation was too bad to be flung in 
Gardiner’s face by the unfortunate who bad suf- 
fered by his malice, greed, and lies 
So much, then, for Gardmer's treatment of his 
stepson and son-in-law 1 have found that his 
brother-in-law .fohn Luce and his sisters-in-law 
Sara (Luce) Manley and Elizabeth (Luce) Bullard 
also fell a prey to his rapacity It will be re- 
called that the justice’s wife was Frances, the 
daughter of Robert Luce or Lucy, and that on her 
mother’s death she took administration of her 
father’s estate From the records it is clear that 
Gardiner persuaded her to attempt to defraud her 
father’s creditors; and it is also evident that Gar- 
diner managed to hold Luce’s money even after 
his wife Frances Gardiner’s death in 1576, and 
thereby to exclude the above-named surviving 
'iildren of Luce from their rightful inheritance, 
us shamefully wronged. Luce’s heirs made m- 
lal efforts to obtain justice, and succeeded 
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only in incurring Gardiner’s hate. In 1584 Gar- 
diner caught up John Bullard (Elizabeth Luce’s 
husband) and sued him on a charge of slander for 
saying, “Master Gardiner’s wife was forsworn by 
the procurement of Master Gardiner” Although 
Bullard defended the truth of his words with evi- 
dence to prove that Frances (Luce) Gardiner had 
sworn to a he at her husband’s instigation, Gar- 
diner obtained a verdict against him from a jury 
of Southwark men (among whom he was generally 
feared), and exacted costs and damages of £17 Is , 
a sum which John Luce and Martin Manley (Sara 
Luce’s husband) helped the unfortunate Bullard 
to ^ay And not satisfied with having already 
cheated the Luc<>s of their inheritance, Gardiner 
brought suit against John Luce (at the same time 
as the action for slander against Bullard) for a 
debt of £6 on a recent bond, and made him pay 
not only the £6 due, but an additional £5 16s Sd. 
for damages, costs, and charges Still not content 
with the harm he had done bis wife’s family, the 
implacable justice, though he had their patrimony 
in his hands, further vexed Robert Luce’s heirs 
in the Prerogative Court of Canterbury, allegmg 
that they had taken some of their father’s estate 
which should have been admmistered by Gar- 
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diner’s deceased wife Frances. They were forced 
to petition for a court decree which freed them 
from the charge • 

Gardmer further schemed to lure Bullard into 
denouncing him before witnesses, that he might 
trap him in words that would bear action for 
slander Fortunately we have a circumstantial 
account of the underhanded plot and of how it 
was frustrated, given, not without humour, under 
oath in the Star Chamber, by Henrv Da\ y, a young 
gentleman of liintoln’s Inn, a'^ follows 
Davy (who is mentioned throughout in the cus- 
tomary third person as ‘the deponent’) said that 
he Imew one .Tohii Bullard, heeaiise he was the 
tenant of his (the deponent's) father, and that 
William Gardiner came to Lincoln's Inn with the 
deponent's father’s servant William Greene, and 
Gardiner said to them lioth that if they ‘‘would 
proeure the said Bullard to break his fast with one 
William Hartford his [Gardiner’s’] cousin, he 
(the said Hartford) should aecompanv him to the 
said breakfast, and withal earnestly persuaded 
this deponeiil and the said Greene to give out 
some hdid speeches of the said Gardiner, thereby 
to draw the said Bullard to deliver some hard 
speeches agamst him (the said Mr. Gardmer), to 
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the end that, the same speeches being spoken in 
their hearmgs and presences, they might be wit- 
nesses of the speeches, and so thereby the said 
Gardiner might take his advantage against the 
said Bullard Nevertheless, this deponent and the 
said Greene (noting a circumventious and ungodly 
meaning m the said Mr. Gardiner, unduly to draw 
the said Bullard ml o danger) did give mtelbgence 
thereof unto the said Bullard, and (notwithstand- 
ing the same intelligence, had a meaning as well 
to see the issue of this purpose as also not to lose 
the breakfast offered as aforesaid) went to break- 
fast accordingly, giving special advertisement be- 
forehand to the said Bullard to beware he did not 
exceecL himself in speeches, and told him all the 
matter [At the breakfast] the said Hartford con- 
versed with the said Bullard touching the said 
Mr. Gardiner, and proceeded to ask him whether 
he knew the said Mr Gardmer, whereunto the said 
Bullaid answered, he knew him too well, saying, 
he went about to undo him and a great sort of 
fatherless children, whereunto the said Hartford 
(to draw him on to some hard speeches, as it 
seemed according to appointment) replied in this 
sort to the said Bullard ‘Take heed how you deal 
with him, for he is the subtlest knave m all the 
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country where he dwelleth’; and the more to draw 
on the said Bullard to use some hard speeches 
against him (the said Gardiner), proceeded further 
to say that he (the said Gardiner) ‘little or nothing 
cared to forge a writing than he did to take the 
cup and drink’, and such other like teaming 
speeches, to work the said Bullard to burst out 
into the vehemcncy of speech agamst him But 
the said Bullard, having advertisement and eaveat 
given him beforehand of their traps, not only with 
temperance moderated his speeches, but also m 
express words (the more safely to be free from 
danger of the said [Gardiner]) said to the said 
Hartford that he would not so say of the said 
Gardiner ‘But’, said he (the said Bullard), ‘he 
hath gone about to undo a sort of fatherless chil- 
dren of us,' as he said before, or words of like 
edect.” 

It lb instructive to see Gardiner’s ‘circumventious 
and ungodly meanmg’ at work, attempting with 
subtle malice to entrap and mjure a man whom he 
had already fleeced, and it is amusing to picture 
Davy, Greene, and the forewarned Bullard relish- 
mg the breakfast, proxided at Gardmer’s expense, 
which he had intended for Bullard’s undomg. 

Bullard's statement that Gardiner had robbed 
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the heirs of Robert Luce is corroborated by a Ber- 
mondsey grocer, Richard Ryther, who later de- 
posed m another connection that he had heard by 
report that Gardiner owed Luce’s children “of 
their own right, three times £1100’’, and also that 
Gardiner “by shameful falsehood defeated the 
said children of great sums of money’’, and had 
troubled them “m lands, body, or goods, by one 
subtle device or another”. 

The justice’s neighbours in Southwark and Ber- 
mondsey were frequent witnesses and victims of 
his tyranny They give us a very lively account 
of one of his practices m and after 1584. It ap- 
peals that William Brooke and Agnes his wife un- 
warily borrowed £80 of Gardiner, giving for secur- 
ity a mortgage on the rent of some houses of theirs 
of far greater value Agnes Brooke deposed in a 
subsequent suit that though the oral agreement 
for the lease of mortgage was stipulated for a 
term of fourteen years, Gardiner, taking advan- 
tage of their mabdity to read, had his scrivener 
write ‘fourscore’ m the lease and dishonestly read 
It aloud to them as ‘fourteen’. Soon afterwards, 
Agnes Brooke relates, “hndmg themselves thus 
wronged”, she and her husband “complained 
thereof to him [the scrivener] and to Mr Gardiner; 
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but getting no redress, they exhibited a bill into 
the Star Chamber against him; but for want of 
ability were driven to leave oil the suit, by reason 
that Mr. Gardiner, being a man of great wealth, 
overweighcd them by delays and devices procured 
by his money”. 

Discouraged from seeking justice in the Star 
Chamber, it seems that lirookc and liis wife 
laboured to expose the baud to the Loid Chan- 
cellor, Sir Thomas Bromley; but when Gardiner 
saw the danger that justice might actually be done, 
he used his wealth, position, and friendship with 
the Lord Chancellor to defeat the complainants, 
as will appear from the following deposition njade 
some years later by a niece of the Brookes, Helen 
Medland. She relates that her uncle and aunt got 
a deciee from the Chancellor m their favour, and 
that “there was . . a ceitaiu day set down when 

the Lord Chancellor , . should ha\ e done some- 
thing (this depoiieiit lemcmbreth not well what) 
for confirmation of the said order or decicc, but 
that very day the said old Gai diner had invited 
the said Loid Chancellor and di\er& other great 
personages home to his house to dmner, so that 
there could be nothmg done therein that day; 
neither could the said Brooke or his wife after 
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that bring the said matter to any further per- 
fection”. 

Gardiner meanwhile held the mortgage on their 
property, and when they eame on the quarterly 
days of payment with the mstalments of their 
debt, we learn that he used every trick m his hag 
to trap them mto a default on which he might 
claim forfeiture Wayte, having been a servant 
m his stepfather’s house, reminiscently testified 
(after Gardiner was safely dead and he could tell 
the truth) to the justice’s artful intention of avoid- 
ing receipt of the payments. He said he “well 
remembreth that he hath seen the said William 
Gardiner (or his wife or some of his servants to his 
use) at four or five several times or more, receive 
the several suras of £5 of the said complainants 
upon such tender or ofier . Gut sometimes I he 
said Mr. Gardmer would absent himself when the 
time came that the money was to be paid, be- 
cause, as It seemed, he would take some adv'anlage 
of forfeiture agamst the complainants ” 

We learn that Brooke and his wife managed, 
however, agamst a senes of disooui agemeuts, to 
get Gardmer to accept the payments up to the last 
£5, but here m the last ditch the cunning fox 
tricked them into a forfeiture, thus seizing the 
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property and keeping the money already paid as 
well Helen Medland, the Brookes’ niece, tells 
the story m detail. “The whole money agreed upon 
as aforesaid to he paid was aU paid, savmg the 
last £5 . and that £5 w'as also offered and ten- 

dered to he paid after the said forfeiture, hut the 
‘'aid William Gardiner would not accept thereof, 
hut took advantage upon his mortgage, and this 
(h'ponerit is induced to believe that it was the said 
Viilliam Gardiner's intention always to take ad- 
vantage by his said mortgage, for that this de- 
ponent hath divers times (and almost every time) 
seen, when the said money hath been tendered by 
ib at a tune, \^t\iatj the said ^ilham Gardiuei did 
sometimes set strangers to receive the s^me who 
were unknown to the said Brooke or his wife or 
any with them, thereby to cause them to detain 
the said money, and sometimes when the same 
hath been tendered [that is, offered to be counted 
and accepted] upon the benches or seats at his 
door, he would not suffer that, but did sweep it 
off. msomuch as the said Agnes [Brooke] did some- 
times bring a jomt-stool with her to tell the money 
upon, and then . the said old Gardmer (or some 
by his appointment) did sweep the money down 
into the street; so that the said Brooke’s wife was 
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afterwards driven to tender the said money upon 
a cloak spread upon the ground, [and Gardiner] 
did sometimes shut the doois, and would suffer 
none to come in or out whereby he would seem to 
take notice of any such tender; and sometimes he 
did use to send some of his servants privily abroad 
to see how the day passed, that he might lake 
advantage of the last hour of payment of the 
money.” While ihis last statement is not very 
clear to me, its drift is plain enough that Gardiner 
craftily watched his opportunity to claim for- 
feiture oil any grounds, fair or foul 
Continuing her deposition to speak in general 
terms, Gardmci, Helen Medland sketclies in tlie 
figure of a grasping and churlish suburban mag- 
nate, a harsh man to be detested by his equals 
and feared and secretly cursed by those whom he 
held m his power She says that he “was a great 
rich man in liis estate, and one who had still mone^ 
to lay out upon anything wherebv he thought to 
get advantage, and was given to deal haidlj' with 
his poor neighbours in dealing and bargaining 
with them, and he was one who earned himself 
very sternly amongst his neighbours, and by 
such his deahng he was lery hardly thought of 
amongst his neighbours”. 
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One such neighbour and fellow-leatherseller, Mr. 
Ralph Pratt, as we learn, had excellent reason to 
think hardly of the scoundrelly justice. On some 
ground of mahce or greed, Gardmer had corrupted 
one of Pratt’s tenants, a poor handicraftsman 
named Welles, to lay a cavilling false claim to a 
half-acre of Pratt’s land, and had prevaded on 
him to go out and dig a ditch to set up a new 
boundary In a set of depositions relating to 
Gardmer’s unjust dealings m another matter, we 
find Pratt testifying as follows “[I] came unto 
him, and asked the said Welles what he meant, 
to dig [my] ground and to use [me] so badly 
Whereunto he answered, ‘Mr Gardiner makes me 
do it. I cannot choose but do it, or I must run 
away; I have nothing for my pains but coarse 
bread’; and withal said, ‘I know I wrong you,’ and 
with that threw down his spade, went his way, 
and said he would meddle no further in it ” Poor 
Welles’ He was not vdlam enough to carry out 
Gardiner’s instructions, but he had involved him- 
self with Gardiner, and if he did not do as he 
was told, he must run from the petty tyrant’s 
revenge 

Another neighbour, Robert Swanne, testified 
that Gardiner told Welles, w'hen he saw any of 
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Mr. Pratt’s cattle on the land m question to “kill 
them or throw them in ditches” Further, that 
Welles declared that he “would openly confess it 
m the church, and ask the said Mr. Pratt forgive- 
ness; and that he would point unto the said 
Gardiner as he was in the church, and say unto 
him, ‘The plague of God fall upon thee* There 
thou art that hast made me abuse Mr. Pratt!’ ” 
Swanne added the information that afterwards 
Welles begged Mr. Pratt’s pardon on his knees, 
and “therewithal wept very bitterly, protesting 
that his conscience much moved him that he was 
so miserable that unjustly he would be misled by 
the ’vicked procurement of another man”. Welles’s 
poor Wife testified that her man had been so 
utterly undone by Gardiner’s means that he was 
“enforced to fly and depart from [me], leaving 
[me] and two children in very great want and 
distress”. 

For some of the choicest of all our information 
about Gardmer's character we ha\e to thank his 
miserly greed, for be refused to pay two reason- 
ably honest scriveners, Thomas Newman and 
John Thompson, whom he had hired to help con- 
ceal his actions and to further his law-tricks. The 
scrivener Newman testified m court that Gardiner 
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had kept him so busy drafting and engrossing 
deeds that he “could scarce . . take rest or eat his 
meat for [his] importunacy”. It is through the 
scriveners’ disgust at Gardiner’s shabby treat- 
ment of them that we learn how the justice ob- 
tained property m Bermondsey under their names 
on a secret trust for his use, and that we get their 
ojumon that this was “so done of purpose . . to 

deprive and defraud his wife [Margaret, his second 
wife] of dower, if she survn cd him”, and also, let- 
Img Newman he cursed as the cruel landlord, to 
“raise and enhance the rents m most unconscion- 
ahle sort to satisfy his greedy desire, and avoid 
the exclamations of the poor tenants being his 
near neighbours'’. > 

Scrivener Newman says he found Gardiner “to 
be a man of such an eiil mind and conversation 
that with one and the self-same breath he would 
speak a word and deny it agam”, and testifies 
from Ins own knowledge that “many times it hath 
been his [Gardmer's] cunning shiftmg decrees to 
work upon advantages, and when a poor man is 
falling, ulterlv to press him down” 

One of Gardmci's transfers of propertv m the 
name-' of Newman and Thompson was the sale of 
some of his houses m Bermondsey to a certain 
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Mr. Robert Withens. Withens knew that Gardiner 
was the real owner of the houses, and evidently 
dealt with Gardiner against his wife’s advice; for 
Mrs. Withens testified in a subsequent suit that 
after possession of the houses had been given, and 
she and her husband, with their son William and 
the scriveners, were “going homewards by the 
said Gardmer’s house in Bermondsey Street, [we] 
were all of [us] invited to dinner by Gardiner, and 
at [my] coming into Gardiner’s house, the said 
Gardmer, welcoming [me] with a kiss, therewith 
used these or the like words in eflect . ‘God give 
you jov of your good bargain' I am sure you aienow 
m possession of it ’ ‘And so are you of our money,’ 
quoth [I], ‘but,’ said [I] to Gardiner, ‘if my hus- 
band would have been i uled by me, he should not 
have dealt with you, for,’ quoth [I], ‘Mr Gaidmer, 
you have taken all the fines aforeliaiid, and the 
tenements are a sort of ragged houses little worth ’ ” 
Evidently Gardiner had impaired the value of 
the bargain by makmg new leases to the tenants 
shortly before the sale, receiving the ‘fines’ or fees 
paid by the tenants for the privilege of a new lease. 
The tenants being poor, it was impossible foi 
Withens to collect new fines from them, moreover 
smee the houses were in a decayed condition, 
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Mrs. Withens was sure that Gardiner had got the 
better of her husband. 

All was fish that came to Gardmer’s net, from the 
painful pence wrung from his poorest tenant to 
the Intel est charges on hundreds of pounds lent to 
wealthy borrowers at the high rate of ten per cent. 
In December l')87, just before the opening of the 
year of the Armada, we find that he lent £600 
to a group composed of Sir Walter Ralegh, Sir 
Walter’s brother Carew Ralegh, and William 
hauiiderson The loan was secured by a bond 
of £1000 penalty for the payment of £630 six 
in ont hs after date “at the now dwelling house of the 
said Wdham Gardiner m Bermondsey” Gardmer 
apparently found difficulty in collecting his, money 
from the Raleghs By suit in court, five years 
after the loan, he obtained an order for an execu- 
tion against the goods of his wealthy debtors on 
the bond of £1000, and in 1594 he acknowledged 
satisfaction of the debt How much more than 
his loan of £600 he got docs not appear 

It would take far too much space to detail here 
all the dei'ious dealings of Justice Gardmer’s that 
I have found And we must remind oui stives that 
for every one of his rascalities that got into court, 
there must have been from three to five at least 
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ttat were never recorded. We must pass over with 
a word the tale of how he obliged young Nieholas 
Saunder, esquire, a would-be borrower, to pur- 
chase a horse of him for £18 as a part of the loan, 
which horse, two days after it was delivered and 
before it had been ridden, died in the stable But 
we cannot omit some account of Gardiner's shame- 
less and persistent lies and perjuries in courts of 
law. 

In 1561 a certain Edward Welsh had bound him- 
self to Gardiner in a recognizance or bond of £500 
It 18 certain that m 1564 the debt was paid and 
that Gardiner gave Welsh a deed of release which 
discharged the bond aforesaid. But in 1585, after 
Welsh’^ death, Gardiner put this old bond in suit, 
in an attempt to extort money from three of the 
dead man’s heirs and former tenants — Richard 
Ryther, James Chiball, and Lawrence Browne, 
neighbours of Gardiner’s m Bermondsey. Their 
defence was, of course, the deed of release, which 
they showed at the trial m the Queen’s Bench 
Although Gardmer denied that this document 
was his signed deed, his claim was dismissed; but 
not (as Ryther later testified) before he had “with- 
out all fear of God very boldly stood up in open 
court and offered to be deposed that the same rc- 
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lease was not bis deed; and fain would have had 
his oath taken in that behalf if it would have been 
accepted”. The jury, however, found that the deed 
ivas bis, “to his great shame and discredit”. 

Furious at the check he thus received, Gardiner 
attacked Ryther and two Londoners — Henry 
Lane and George Spencer, who had testified 
against him — in the Star Chamber, charging 
Ryther with forging the release, and Lane and 
Spencer with perjury. But the defendants were 
cleared, and Gardmer again discredited. 

In spite of the disbeliel with winch his vehement 
asseverations had been greeted. Gardmer evi- 
dently made a further effort to extort a payment 
on the ancient bond His intended victim this 
time was Thomas Walker, stdl another heir of the 
lands which had belonged to Gardiner's long- 
deceased debtor. We find Walker eoiiiplaimng 
m the Court of Wards against Gardmer for wrong- 
fully putting the released recognizance of £r00 in 
suit. Gardmer appeared, and under oath again, 
denied that the release was his deed, thus addmg 
perjury to hi= tw o previous hes Walker exhibited 
the release to the Court, and Gardiner's sworn 
denial w as not believed Gardmer asked the judge. 
Lord Treasurer Burghlev', for a further trial of the 
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issue (having had one jury trial and two judicial 
hearings already). Burghley evidently knew his 
man: he granted Gardiner’s request, but, aware 
of the danger that the unscrupulous Surrey justice 
might corrupt or intimidate a jury composed of 
Southwark men, he made a prudent proviso for a 
jury of Kent, “which jury, for the more indiffer- 
ency and for avoiding of corrupt dealing in the 
empanelling thereof, shall be nommated and ap- 
pointed by the Justices of Assize of that county” 
Lane and Ryther, diseovermg that Gardiner, m 
the face of Burghlcv’s proviso, was nevertheless 
using a long delay which intervened to corrupt 
witi\csses and tamper with the empanelling of 
jurors, icomplained a year later m Star Chamber. 
Examined under oath in the latter court, Gardiner 
denied the charges, and onec more swore that the 
release shown him “was not this deponent’s re- 
lease or acquittance, as he very well knew and 
was assured in his conscience’’ Lane complained 
afresh in Star Chamber against Gardiner for this 
second palpable perjury, but, protected as the 
Bermondsey justice was by great wealth and 
powerful friends, we find him dismissed “by the 
great favour of the Court”. Not yet weaned, in 
the same year he actually sued Lane once more m 
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the Queen’s Bench on the ancient bond of £500. 
Lane pleaded the release, and Gardiner yet again 
said that he had not made it. This suit, however, 
seems not to have come to trial The hope of 
cheatmg someone of a large sum of money worked 
so powerfully on Gardiner that year after year he 
went from court to court with his despicable suit, 
piling perjuries upon lies 
In this one matter, over a period of seven or eight 
years, we have seen Gardiner making the unenvi- 
able record of three direct lies and two perjuries 
in courts of law, supported by quantities of false 
charges and misrepresentations He could not 
well have done more if he had set out definitely 
to estabhsh a reputation as a liar with the great 
judicial dignitaries before whom he appeared — 
Lord Treasurer Burghley, the Lords of the Privy 
Council, and the Judges of the Queen’s Bench. 

Nevertheless, in 1590, Gardiner furnished an 
answer to the rhetorical question put by the 
satirist Marston 

Shall I find trading Merho, never loath 
Frankly to take a damning perjur'd oalh'^ 

In that year he added to his notoriety by a perjury 
at a trial at the Surrey Assizes Gardiner’s nephew', 
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Thomas Askew, had brought an action agamst 
his stepfather Thomas Sheppard, alleging that a 
certain John Payne had assigned the lease of a 
house to him (Askew), but that Sheppard wrong- 
fully kept possession. Gardiner appeared for 
Askew, and falsely swore that Payne had made 
the alleged assignment. When Askew, defeated in 
this trial, at Gardiner’s mstigation brought suit 
against Payne in the Court of Chancery, Attorney- 
General Popham appeared for Payne and in- 
formed the Court that, at the trial at the Assizes 
aforesaid, the jury had disbelieved Gardiner and 
found for Sheppard. “And yet the said Gardmer,” 
relat,es the Attorney-General, “finding himself 
grieved, that the said jury gave no more faith to 
his deposition, hath procured the plaintiff [Askew] 
to exhibit a bill into this Court [of Chancery] 
against the defendant for proof of a pretended 
assignment, contrary to the said verdict [in the 
trial at the Assizes], intendmg thereby either to 
entrap the defendant upon his oath by his answer, 
or by some examination of him m this Court, or 
else to procure some colour of credit to the testi- 
mony given by the said Gardmer to the jury ’’ 

It IS only too evident from this sordid recital that 
Justice Gardiner had richly earned the reputation 
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of being “the subtlest knave in all the country 
where he dwelleth”, and we may be sure that m 
1596, the year of our newly discovered Shakespeare 
document, the theatre-owner Francis Langley felt 
himself on firm ground m rciteratmg these words 
about old Gardmer “He is a false knave, a false 
forsworn knave, and a perjured knave ” 

In 1594 this faithless malefactor of great wealth 
was chosen by Queen Elizabeth for the office of 
High bhenff of Surrey and Sussex Such an elec- 
tion must nut be held to indicate that the ruling 
poweis were deceived into thinking Gardiner an 
honest man Sheriffs were chosen lor their wealth, 
men who could answer with their goods to the Ex- 
chequer for any default m collecting money due 
to the Crown. This time Gardiner dared not re- 
fuse the appointment, and we find him scr\ing 
as sheriff for the customary year’s term, from 
Michaelmas 1594 to Michaelmas 1595 We shall 
sec later how’ he used this new position to defraud 
one Richard Leech, a rich Surrey' squire who was 
dcstmed to succeed him as sheriff It is enough 
for our present purposes to examine the fines he 
was ordered to pay' for negligence m his y'ear of 
ofliee These records are preser\ed among the 
documents of the Court of Wards and Livenes. 
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1596. Sussex. William Gardmer, esquire, late 
sheriff of the said county, for his insufficient 
return of Her Majesty’s process . . £50 

1596. Surrey The said William Gardmer, esquire, 
[as before] . . . £50 

These are large fines. Sheriffs of other counties in 
the same list of fines are ordered to pay £10, £15, 
£20, and one, £30, for their defaults, but £50 for 
each of Gardiner’s counties reveals exceptional 
negligence in office ' As might have been expected 
from what we have learned of his character, Gar- 
dmer served himself far more diligently than he 
served his Queen 

In >1396, the year of his violent quarrel with 
Langley and Shakespeare, Gardmer wa« 65 Re- 
markable only for the number and variety of his 
misdeeds, ho was giowmg old m sm. Yet right up 
to his death m the following year, we find him 
showing no weariness m ill-domg. Buttressed with 
his unchristian belief in predestination. Justice 
Gardmer would remain, we may be sure, quite un- 
touched by such contemporary warnings as this of 
Anthony Fletcher’s “The last day of all days, I 

^ According to the usual custom, all these fines were ‘miti- 
gated’ from pounds to shillings, and Gardiner therefore paid 
100 shillings 
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mean the general judgment day, will he a very 
gloomy and black sessions day for those men 
which do now keep close and fast locked up in 
their chests and coflcrs their thousands and hun- 
dreds of gold and silver, and are so covetous that 
if they could do it, all things that they look upon 
should be turned into gold, they are so insatiable; 
and yet suffer their poor brethren to live in great 
want and misery. Oh insatiable covetousness, oh 
ungodly greediness, oh lamentable madness'” ^ 

As if to turn a neighbour’s acres into gold for hxs 
own eoilers, Gardiner in the spring of 1597 tried to 
steal a piece of land from his neighbour and fellow- 
justice, Edmund Bowyer Bowyer complains in 
the Court of Exchequer that Gardiner, “of his 
covetous and insatiable mind, hath not only de- 
faced the bounds [of the land] by exlirpmg the 
trees standing and growing there,” but also 
levelled the ditches, “to the procurement of per- 
jury in setting forth the true hounds”. This is our 
last glimpse of Gardmer alive For the last of all 
his efforts at cheatmg, he turned on his neighbour 
and seventeen-years’ companion on the Bench! 

On No\ ember 26, 1597, to the general relief, 
Gardmer died, havmg amassed a hoard sufficient to 
^ Ccrloiiic , similes (1595), 111 
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leave his four children, and the grandson who was 
his heir, wealthy. His wdl, which I reproduce in 
fuU in an appendix, makes extraordinary reading, 
disposing as it does of the goods “wherewith it has 
pleased God to bless me”. There are pious be- 
quests to the poor of the Southwaik parishes, the 
hospitals, and the prisoners m the Southwark 
Compter, the White Lion, Marshalsea, and King’s 
Beneh prisons The legacies to his second wife 
Margaret (whom he had married in 1582, some 
years after the death of his first wife Frances) are 
carefully conditioned on her giving up her claims 
to dower Gardiner even leaves ten marks to the 
churcji wardens of his parish church, St Mary 
Magdalen’s, Beimondsey — where poor Welles had 
intended to curse him in the presence of the con- 
gregation with the plague of God — ^“lo buy a com- 
munion cup”, and the same amount to “John Luce 
my brother-in-law”, whom, with the other children 
of Robert Luce, he had cheated of hundreds of 
pounds Gardmer’s eldest surviving son Thomas 
had evidently displeased his father by getting into 
debt Thomas is excluded from the will, and is 
only to be admitted to his mheritance if “at any 
time [he] become out of debt, or shall not owe . . 
above one hundred pounds”. Gardiner’s useful 
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friends on the Bench are not forgotten: the Right 
Honourable Sir John Fortcscuc, Chancellor of the 
Exchequer, is to have £20 and “my stoned horse”, 
while Sir Edmund Anderson, Lord Chief Justice 
of the Common Picas, is remembered with £20 and 
“my bay trotting geldmg”. 

Gardiner’s body lay in his house from November 
26 to December 22, while the pomp of the funeral 
was being prepared under the direction of Ben 
Jonson’s friend William Camden, Clarenceux 
King-of-Arms. On the latter date the corpse was 
home in solemn procession to Bermondsey Church, 
where, four years before, Elizabeth’s favourite 
the Earl of Essex had been chief mourner ^t the 
funeral of Henry Earl of Sussex, brother of Gar- 
diner’s late master. Gardiner’s funeral sermon 
was dehvered by Dr. Mountfort. Unfortunately 
It has not been preserved. We are left to wonder 
■what the learned divine could possibly find to say 
by way of eulogy. The certificate jirepared by 
Camden gn cs us the details of the funeral “The 
said Wilham Gardmcr, being of the age of three 
score years and six, departed this transitory life 
at Ills house at Bermondsey Street in the county 
of Suriey aforesaid, on Saturday the 26th of 
IN o\ ember 1597, from whence he was very wor- 
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shipfully accompanied unto the parish church 
of Bermondsey the 22d of December following 
The preacher was Doctor Mountfort The pennon 
of his arms was borne by William Wayte, his 
kinsman. The helm and crest, by Thomas Lant, 
Windsor Herald The coat of arms by William 
Camden, Clarenceux King-of-Arms, who directed 
the said funeral The body borne by six of his own 
servants. The chief mourner, Thomas Gardiner, 
his second son. The two assistants, William Gar- 
diner, third son, and Nicholas Smyth.” 

So passed William Gardiner, esquire, justice of 
peace and of the quorum, sometime Second War- 
den <jf the Company of the Leathcrsellers, High 
Sheriff of Surrey and Sussex, and twice Sheriff- 
elect of London, but his execrable memory hung 
on in the minds of those whom he had oppressed 
and rumed. If we are asked for an epitaph, we 
may offer some of the verses, mentioned by Sir 
John Harington, on the memory of Bishop Stephen 
Gardmer With very slight modifications, these 
will serve admirably for the tyrant of Bcrmondsc)- • 

A Gardiner such he wa^ 

As spoiled so our plant'i 
That justice withir'd, inercj died. 

And we wrung by their wants 
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A [Will] m name, a Fox m fact, 

A [Justice] Lut in weeds, 

A faithless man full-fraught with frauds. 
As deem him hy his deeds 

A heart to harm and not to help. 

Ills lust was hud far low, 

A mind witli malice overwhelmed. 

Of God nor man no awe 

A tried untruth in trust. 

As tongues well-tri(d have told, 

A moulh that hreallud more odious lies 
Than 1 t’liphraid am Ixdd ' 

* Nugae Antiquac, 1769 
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Time will no doubt shed still more light on Justice 
Gardmer Enough has already been thrown to 
show that his neighbours m I,ondon, Bermondsey, 
and Southwark had good reason for considering 
him a notorious knave It was this avaricious 
cheat, liar, and heartless toady who had juris- 
diction over the Bankside, and who came, in the 
autumn of 1596, into violent collision with Francis 
Langley and William Shakespeare. 

Langley, as wc have seen, put his opinion of 
Gardiner into words, and promptly found himself 
with thtee suits for slander on his hands. Did 
Shakespeare perhaps have something less action- 
able to say of William Gardiner, esquire, in the 
county of Surrey, justice of peace and quorum''* 

Some scholars have supposed that Shakespeare’s 
figure of Justice Shallow, m the first scene of The 
Merry Wives of Windsor, contains a satirical hit 
at Sir Thomas Lucy, the dramatist’s much re- 
spected neighbour m Warwickshire. 7\cccpting the 
late tradition that Shakespeare as a youth had 
poached Lucy's deer, and was punished by the 
knight, they believe that the poet took his revenge 
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m the Merry Wives, a dozen years or more after 
the date of the legendary deer-stealmg. Their 
giound for seeing such a tardy hit at Sir Thomas 
Lucy IS Slender’s flattering reference to the ‘white 
luces’, or heraldic fishes, blazoned in Justice 
Shallow’s coat of arms It is common knowledge 
that Sir Thomas bore as his arms Gules, semee of 
crosstrossieis Or, three luces haurient Argent ^ in 
language less technical, “on a red field strewn with 
small golden crosses, three silver (white) luces — 
large fish of the pike family — placed perpendicu- 
larly’’ Because of the presence of the luces in the 
two coats, the identification of Shallow wath Lucy 
has been held to be inevitable So firmly ha^s this 
notion been planted in some minds that it has 
become the central prop of the belief m the deer- 
htcaling tradition 

In his admirable edition of the play (Arden, 
1901), H C Hart sums up the matter as fol- 
lows “The piobability of the truth of the tradi- 
tion appears to me to hinge upon the passages 
in Merry Wives.'’’ And although he is loath to 
swallow the tradition whole, Hart justly observes, 

’ “Description of the Stained Class in Charlecotc House near 
Stratiord-on-Avon, the siat of George Luc}, esquire,” in 
Collectanea Topographica et Genealogica, iv (1837), 346-350. 
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“If we had no tradition, what should we make 
of the coat of arms passage? It would be utterly 
unmeanmg ” 

There is the case m a nutshell Those ol us 
who reject both the tradition and the Shallow- 
Lucy equation have never been able to supply 
a satisfactory meaning for the passage m ques- 
tion. 

As I thought the matter over, it suddenly oc- 
curred to me that the newly reconstituted life of 
Shakespeare’s enemy Justice Gardiner held the 
essential clue. Gardiner’s first wife, I had found, 
was Frances, the widow of Edmund Wayte But 

we remember that she was born Frances Luce 
» 

or Lucy, the daughter of Robert Luce nr Lucy, 
gentleman Luev* Here was the clue If Robert 
Lii ee had a coat of arms, his daughter would have 
a right to bear his arms, and her husband could 
impale them that is to say, marshal them with 
his own on one shield A tremendous possibility 
opened before me. What if Robert Luce’s arms 
had contamed the white luees, and Justice Gar- 
diner perhaps bore them side by side with his own^ 
Could this be the true significanre of the coat of 
arms passage in the Merry Wives’* Was the Justice 
Shallow of the play a caricature of Justice Gar- 
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diner’ No time was to be lost m speeulation. The 
question demanded an answer at onee, and I ‘made 
sudden speed’ to the Manuscript Room of the 
British Museum Onee there, 1 called for the 
formidable collections of Elizabethan heraldry — 
the grants, aljihabets, tiiekings, and blazons of 
arms — a gorgeous gallery, through which I dashed 
at an undignified rate 

For a long time I met little hut disappointment 
I ran upon several sketches or tnekmgs of the 
Gardiner coat — Azure, a grijfui passant Or — to 
which was sometimes added his crest, a lion pas- 
sant guardant Argent It satisfied one's sense of 
fitness to find the griffin, that twyformed monster 
in nature, m the armorial bearings of ihe naptorial 
Gardiner Thomas Lodge’s description of the 
character of the griffin is in point- “This bird is 
like unto an Eagle both in head and wings, and 
111 all other parts of his body he is like unto a 
Lion. . . He slaycth and destroyeth all men that 
dwell about him, neither is his insatiable covetous- 
ness ever satisfied”* Though \ery suitable for 
Gardmei, griffins were not precisely what I was 
after I pursued my search 

At last, and suddenly, came the reward In a 


* Catharos, 1591 
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volume of quarterings of arms, Harley Manu- 
script 5849 — for me easily the greatest treasure 
of the Museum — wild surmise was turned into 
certainty Here was the proof before my eyes 
Gardiner impaling Lucy — a sketch of the golden 
griffin side hy side with the three white luces; and 
beneath, the legend William Gardener. 

I drew a long breath. Shakespeare seemed to 
stand at my very elbow, unlocking the age-old 
mystery of the scene m the Merry Wives Yet 
even as I sat m a daze of realization, somethmg 
told me that I must not rest here This quarry held 
out the promise of more corroborative material 
Casting about for a fresh scent, 1 thought of the 
heraldi'i notes of funerals of important persons, 
often kept by the officers of the College of Anns 
who directed the ceremonies. We had seen that 
Wdliam Camden, Clarenceux King-of-Arms, had 
been in charge of Gardiner’s fun cral at Bermondsey. 
A search under the word Funerals m the catalogue 
of manuscripts guided me to several volumes of 
such notes, and on the first leaf of one of them — 
Stowe Manuscript 587 — I ran down my quarry 
a record of Justice Gardmer’s funeral, with the 
impaled arms in trick as before — the golden 
griffin beside the three white luces — but with the 
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memorandum Lucy written above the impalement 
of the Lucy coat.' 

Here was rich finding Then of a sudden came 
another thought I recalled the clause in Gar- 
diner’s will bj' which ho left ten marks to the 
wardens of his parish church, St Mary Magdalen’s, 
Bermondsey, “to buy a communion cup”. What 
of this cup? Did It still exist And if it did, might 
It be ornamented, by anv chance, with Gardiner’s 
arras'^ And would the white luces be there’ I found 
myself forging a cham of shadowy but fascinating 
possibihties 

Before leaving the Museum, I went to the Read- 
ing Room, and taking the Surrey volumes of the 
Victoria County History from the shelf, I opened 
to the description of the Bermondsey church as 

^ Robert Tj 1 ic« ’e coat as blio^n iii the accompanying illustra- 
tion IS Gules, sem^f of CTosscros^leti> Or, three luces haurient 
Ardent, in chief a trefoil }>Iippetl for difftrenee Lxcipl for ibe 
gpecitied difference, this coat idcnUcal ’>villi llut of Sir 
Thomas Lucy of Charlecotc Robert Liiet'b father >\as of 
K\n\er, Staffordshire, and I have not succeeded in tracing his 
grant of arms Nor can I karn whether there vas any connec- 
tion between the Luces of Staffordshire and London and the 
Lucys of ( harlccote A note contained in a later pedigree 
of the Gardiners (Rawlmsou Mb f 116') gives Robert 

Lute’s arms as crusi/cc 3 lucies, instead of Gules, but this 

must be an error This late note has not the authority of the 
two manu'senpts already mentioned, which emanated from 
officers of arms contemporary with Justice (iardiner 
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•‘M'^ William Gardmer esqmer of Barmondsey m 
the Countie of Surrey maned Francis daughter of 
Robert Lucey of London departed this mortal! hfe 
[blank] and his Fewnerall was solemmz>3d at Bar- 
mondsey afore named, the officers [blank]” 
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it stands to-day. My excitement grew, for among 
the plate of the church I found that there was said 
to be an ancient cup, given by ‘William Gardner’, 
and engraved with his arms. A letter despatched 
to the Reverend Arthur Sinker, rector of Ber- 
mondsey, brought a kind invitation to view the 
cup Hastening to the scene of Justice Gardiner's 
ancient tyrannies, I entered the church; and there 
in the vestry Mr Sinker put the silver cup into my 
trembling hands He must have wondered at my 
visible emotion, for on the side of the cup I beheld 
the engraving of the achievement of Gardiner’s 
arms, quartermg the three white luces Below ran 
the inscription The gifte of William Gardner Es~ 
quier. T«hc coat of arms was blazoned as follows 
In two quarters, dexter chief and sinister base, 
were Gardiner’s arms, a griffin passant, in the 
smistcr chief quarter weie the three luces for Tury, 
while the fourth quarter seemed to be three herons' 
heads erased (that is, torn off) ' 

^ I have nol been al)lc to e-vjilain Gardiner's connei tion with 
this last coat One would naturally evpect it to hi either his 
mothi r's or his second wife’s In a late iiiaiiuscript of doubtful 
authority (Raw linson MS B75,ff 116-118) Gardiner's mother 
IS said to have come of a Yorkshire Miihtll family who bore 
Azure, a leopard's head Or, and the arms of his second wife 
Margaret (born a Lucas of Gloucester) are hen given as afesse 
with SIX crescents 
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From this chalice the paiishioners of Bermondsey 
still take Holy Communion every Sunday. The 
cup has no doubt been m regular use foi more than 
three centuries After all these years of service 
and continual polishmgs, the coat of arms still 
stands out distinctly The Elizabethan engraver 
did his work well 

The Lucy coat of white luces is honourable and 
very ancient. Wc are told that these arms were 
borne in the eleventh cenlury by a noble Lucy, 
‘Earl of Anguish’, who came over with William 
the Conqueror In Gardiner’s day the luces ap- 
peared on the escutcheons of several great lords, 
among whom were numbered Edward Earl of 
Bedford, John Lord Darcy of the Noath, and 
Edward Lord Vaux of Harrowden Gardiner's 
chief pride, howev'er, m blazoning the Luej coat 
doubtless lay in the fact that it was quarleicd 
by his master Thomas RadcliHe, Earl of Sussex, 
Queen Elizabeth’s Lord Chambeilain from 1572 
to 1583 
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Equippfd as we now arc with a knowledge which 
though common property m Shakespeare’s time 
has lam perdu for three hundred years, let us turn 
to the first scene of The Merry Wives of Windsor. 

W indsor Before Page''. House 
Enter Jitstice Sum low, Slendek, and Sib Hugh Evans 
Shallow Sir Hugh, persuade me not, I will make a Star- 
(liamlier niatU r of il if he were twenty Sir John Fal- 
stafls, he ^hall not abuse Robert Shallow, esquire 
Si.ENiiFU In tht county of Glouccbter, justiec of peace 
and ‘Coram’ 

Shai,LOW Ay, (ousin Slender, and ‘Custalonim’ 

SleniIeii Ay, and ‘Ratoloruni’ too, and a gentleman horn, 
master parson, who writes hirascH ‘Armigrio’ in any 
lull wairant quittance, or obligation — ‘Arinigero’ 
Shallow Av, that 1 do, and have done any tunc tluse 
three hundred years 

.SiENDER All his su( 1 esgors gone before him have dont ’t, 
and all his ancestors that i ome alter him may they may 
give the dozen white luces in their coat 
Shallow It is an old coat 

Evans The dozen white louses do become an old coat 
well. It agrees well passant it is a familiar beast to man, 
and signifies love 

Shallow The luce is the fresh fish, the salt fish is an old 
coat 

On the assumption that Shakespeare was here 
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taking enough material from the hfe about him to 
make a senes of humorous hits at the men who had 
annoyed him, let us ask what his fellow-actors and 
the London audience might see m this scene. 

Nothing could be closer, to begin with, than the 
parallel between the description of Robert Shallow 
and that of William Gardiner, esquire (Latin ar- 
miger), justice of peace and of the quorum for the 
county of Surrey The next Lit, ‘Custalorurn, and 
Ratolorum’, with its mtcntional scrambling of the 
words Cuatos Rolulorum, is jirobably satire the 
county office of Custos Rolulorum or Keeper of the 
Records was a high one, to which few men of Gar- 
diner’s or Shallow’s rank could aspire For Suriey 
at this period the place, togethei with that of Lord 
Lieutenant, was held by one of the greatest nobles 
m the land — Charles Lord Howard of Effingham, 
Lord High Admiral of England. His deputy custos 
was Sir Wdliam More of Loseley. 

Proceeding to boast ofhis uncle’s heraldic honours, 
Slender avers that Shallow’s “ancestors that come 
after him” may display the luces on their shield. 
Gardiner had added the luces to his arms by mar- 
riage; his descendants by Frances Luce could there- 
fore quarter the Lucy arms Parson Evans makes 
the complaisant observation that the ‘louses’ agree 
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well, passant. N ow the luces were blazoned hauri- 
ent, that is, perpendicularly, as fishes rising to the 
surface of water. Yet the ‘louses’ are said to agree 
well, passant We must understand Evans to 
mean “agree well with your other heraldic charge, 
which lb blazoned passant^' Gardmer’s luces were 
impaled with his family arms, a griffin passant, 
and his crest was a lion passant 

Shallow brags of the antiquity of his coat, and 
after E\ans’s hahhle of the nature of the louse, he 
remarks, “The luce is the fresh fish, the salt fish is 
an old coat “ A reference in heraldry to fresh fish 
and s.dt fish would, I am confident, be plain to 
e\erv Londoner a& an allusion to the combined 
arms of the great Fishmongers’ Company The 
Fresh or Stockfishmongers’ coat displayed luces, 
and that of the Saltfishmongers bore dolphins Of 
the two, the Saltfishmongers’ coat was the more 
ancient If we picture Gardiner as Shallow, the 
remark is quite natural As a former Warden of 
the Lcatherscllers’ Company and twice Sheriff- 
elect of London, the arms of the important livery 
companies were as familiar to him as his own. 

Coincidences can be remarkable, but it seems to 
me that there are here too many of them to be set 
down as accidents Esquire, justice of peace and 
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of the quorum, a coat with heraldic luces that agree 
w ell, passant — it all fits the enemy of Langley and 
Shakespeare like a glu\c 
IS or ha\e we yet done with coincidences. Old 
Shallow IS incensed with Falstall for raiding his 
park, he remembers the hot anger and cold non 
of Ins youth, with the exclamation, “Ha, o’ my 
life, if I were young again, the sword should end 
it ’’ Moreover lie pretends to have achieved mon- 
strous skill 111 old-time sword-play “In these 
times." lie says, “you stand on distance, your 
pass('s, stoecadoes. and I know not what ‘t is the 
heal I . master Page, ’l is here, ‘t is here I have 
seen the tune with inj long sword, I would_havc 
made you four tall fellows skip like rats " 

We base seen that as a jouth, Gardiner, the 
future guardian of the peace, had ended at least 
one personal cjuarrel with the sword Fiom the 
manor court records of Southwark, I had learned 
that in his carl\ twenties he was lined three shill- 
ings and fourpence for sheddmg another young 
gentleman's blood in a fight His adversaiy was 
William Beeston, to whom four years afterward 
be sold some land in Streatham, Surrey That 
Gardiner’s violent temper had not evaporated with 
ad\ auciiig age is shown by the threats he ex- 
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changed with Langley in 1596, when he was 
65. 

Justice Shallow greets the entrance of Falstaff 
with an accusation of not, poaching, and bur- 
glary “Knight, you have beaten my men, killed 
my deer, and broke open my lodge.” 

Now Justice Gardiner owned a park, and with 
It IS connected a pretty tale, as follows In 1592, 
Nicholas Saunder, the spendthrift son of a wealthy 
Surrey squire, was rapidly running through his 
patrimony Gardiner had recently cheated the 
young man by selling him a dying horse for £18, 
but this was a small matter compared to what 
followed He now took the opportunity of buy- 
ing the young wastrel’s largest piece of properly, 
Laghain Park, in Godstone, Surrey— a manor and 
an enclosed park complete with a gale-house. 
Saunder, however, had previously granted to 
Richard Leech, esquire, for £500 ready money, an 
annuity of £50 a year out of the income of Lagham 
Park, and had bound himself and his heirs and 
assigns m a bond of £1000 to pay the annuity 
regularly. On succeedmg to the ownership of the 
estate, Gardmer purposely let the payments lapse; 
and schemmg to defraud Leech, he managed to get 
a smaller bond of Saunder’s made over to his own 
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eon-in-Iaw Nicholas Smith, so that he might us*f 
It as a means to defeat claims agamst Saunde^' 
former property. 

The plan, as we shall see, was by hurrying lu.,.. 
court with this pretended prior claim (which was 
really friendly), to block the payment of Leech’s 
large and just claim against the estate; and then 
by getting a packed jury to set a ridiculously low 
annual value on the jiroperty, to use this impos- 
sibly small valuation as a means to delay jiayment 
to Leech indelinitely, under the excuse that the 
estate could satisfy c\cii the pretended prior claim 
only by slow degrees 

Gardiner accordingly had his son-in-law Smith 
sue out a writ of extent on this smaller bond, which 
ordered the sheriff to raise the money on Lagham 
Park. Gardiner had to act quickl} , for Leech had 
already sued out a writ of extent on his £1000 
bond But Gardmer's trump card m his sharp 
game was his appomtment as Sheriff of Surrey 
and Sussex these writs agamst his own property 
were, therefore, in his own hands to execute. 
Craftily delaying Leech's prior writ, he went 
swiftly ahead with the other, and, as Leech com- 
plains, he “hath with all post haste caused an in- 
quii\ thereupon to be made bv the inhabitants 
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Within the borough of Southwark, neighbours to 
the said Gardiner, and such as have no knowledge 
of the value of the said lands . and hath hy in- 
direct means procured the inquirers thereof to ex- 
tend the said . . . Lagham Park, being worth £1 00 
per annum, at the yearly value hut of £10”. By 
thus cunningly holding Lagham Park in extent on 
a pretended prior claim of his own son-m-law’s, 
and setting so low a value on it that that claim 
would he long in the paying, Gardiner planned to 
defeat the execution of Leech's £1000 bond, and 
to pay him no part of his just debt The shameless 
craftiness of this shift to fob ofl a creditor must 
have ^erit an added ill-savour to Gardiner's name 
in Soutlfwark Within a couple of years of the 
chicanery, any allusion to Gardiner’s park would 
send a smile round a Bankside audience Falstafl 
indeed ad\ises Shallow not to bring the subject of 
his park and the inroad on it to the notice of the 
Privy Couned “’T were better for you,” he warns 
him, “if It were known m counsel you’ll be laughed 
at ” 

So much for the jiark Meanwhile the scene m 
the Merry Wives has continued with Shallow’s 
plan for marrying kinsman Slender advantage- 
ously 
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Evans there is also another device in mv pram, which 
peradvtnture print's goot discretions with it — there is 
Anne Page, which is daughter to Master Thomas Page, 
which IS pretty virginit\ 

Si.ENDrn Mistress Anne Page'’ She has hrown hair, and 
speaks small like a woman 

Evans It is that ferv person for all the ’orld as just as 
you will disire, and seven hundred jiouiids of monejs, 
and gold, and silver, is her grandsire, upon his death’s 
hed — Got deliver to a joyful resuircctions’ — give, when 
she IS ahlt to overtake seventeen years old It were a 
goot motion if we leave our prihblcs anil jirahhles, and 
disire a marriage ht tween Master Ahraham and Mis- 
tri Ss Anne Page 

Shallow Did her grandsire leave her seven hundred 
pound''’ 

Ev VNs Ay, and her father is make lier a pdltr jicnnv 
SllALl OW I know the voung gentlewoman Sin has good 
gifts 

Evans Seven hundred pounds, and jiossibilitics, is goot 

gifts 

SiivLLOW ^'ell, h I ns sec honest Master Page 

An iiuporlant episode in the lives of Justice Car- 
dmei and his stepson 'Wayte discloses a startling 
cominentary on this passage Wc liave it from the 
complaint.* already mentioned, of Thomas Heron, 
an uiidei -marshal of the Court of Exchequer, 
which alleges that Gardiner, by means of spurious 

^ L\ciic(]uer BilU and AnsAvtrs Bli/ and Jas I, Surrey 40 
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bonds, was dishonestly attempting to make him 
pay money he never owed In the course of his 
complaint. Heron informs the judge. Lord Burgh- 
ley, that m 1574 Robert Mote, a wealthy South- 
wark gentleman, died, leaving his property to his 
next-of-kin, a young girl named Joan Tayler. 
During Joan’s minoiity, the estate was adminis- 
tered by William Wilson, one of the overseers of 
Mote’s wdl Having thus control over Joan and 
her property, Wilson conspired with Justice Gar- 
diner “between them both to enjoy the goods and 
lands of the said Joan Tayler” And to this end 
“by compact between them, they married the said 
Joan to one William Wayte, a certain loose person 
of no refkonmg or value, being wholly under the 
rule and commandment of the said Gardiner 
After ivhich marriage being performed, the said 
Gardiner (having the said Wayte at his command- 
ment) jnocured the said William Wayte, and the 
said Joan his wife by the haid dealing of the said 
Wa> te, for small or no consideration to convey the 
lands of the said Joan unto the children of the said 
Gardiner Whereupon the said Joan Tayler, see- 
ing her goods and lands to be gotten from her, con- 
sumed and wasted, not long after died, after whose 
death the said Gardiner procured a letter of ad- 


101 



SHAKESPEARE VERSUS SHALLOW 


ministration of the goods and debts of the said 
Robert Mote unadmmistercd, to be committed 
unto the said Wdliam Wayte, as an mstrument 
by whom he hoped to make some profit.” I have 
found this letter of admmistration, it is dated 1590 
— MX ^ears befoie Shakespeare’s quarrel with 
Wayte 

When the question of marrying the youthful 
heiress Anne Page, who will come into her property 
“when she is able to o^ ertake seventeen years old”, 
IS broached to Slender, he exhibits a complete sub- 
jection to his uncle Shallow's wishes m the matter 

SiiAl l.ow Will you. upon good dowrv marry her’^ 
SirMiER I Will do a greater thing than that, upei your 
rtquest, (ousin, m am riason 
‘'iliiaow jVaA . ( OIK eive me, tonct ivc me, sweet coz what 
I do IS to pleasuie vmi, « or can lou lo\( the maid'' 
‘'ILIVDLK I will marry her, sir, at your request, hul if 
tin re ht no gri at love in tlu hegmning, yet Ik avtn may 
decrease it ujion better acquaintance, when we are 
married and have more occasion to know one another, 
1 hope upon familiaritv vmII grow more (onlempt, but 
if y oil say ‘inarrv her’ 1 will marry her — that I am freely 
dissolved, and dissolulelv 


According to Thomas Heron, when Joan Tayler 
had hecn married to William Wayte at Gardiner’s 
suggestion, and had more occasion to know him 
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and his rascally stepfather, her love of life de- 
creased so much that she died not many years 
after. 

When confronted, the similarities between the 
figures of Justice Shallow and his foolish nephew 
Slender, and those of Shakespeare’s adversaries m 
Southwark, Justice Gardiner and his stepson, the 
‘loose person’ Wayte, are in the last degree strik- 
ing 

Robert Shallow, esquire, in the county of Glou- 
cester justice of peace and coram (quorum), bears 
a coal of arms in which white luces ‘agree well, 
passant’ He owms a park with a keejier’s lodge 
He byasts of his youthful prowess with the sword. 
He endt’avours to marry his nephew Slender to a 
young heiress, Anne Page 

William Gardiner, esquire, in the county of 
Surrey justice of peace and quorum, bears a coat 
of arms m which white luces are blazoned beside a 
griffin passant He owns a park with a gatehouse 
In his youth he was fined for drawmg blood in a 
fight He married his stepson Wayte to a young 
heiress, Joan Tayler 

In the Merry Wives, little is actually made of the 
character of Justice Shallow But Shakespeare 
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had already drawn him m delightful detail in 
Henry IV. Part Two. We have there the humorous 
portrait of a wealthy and niggardly old pagan, 
sufficiently corrupt in administering his office to 
countenance the arrant knave Visor against the 
honest Clement Perkes of the hill He makes much 
of Falslaff, hoping to benefit by Sir John’s sup- 
posed inlluencc with the Prince The fat knight 
impro\ cs the occasion to extract a loan of a thou- 
sand pounds from him Yet it is almost beyond 
FalsialT's endurance to listen to the old repro- 
bate’s gilded lies of bis roistering youth in London 
as a law-student at Clement’s Inn, of what a terror 
he was with the sword, fighting with Simon Stock- 
fish, a fruiterer, behind Gray’s Inn; of die bona 
roha<i he had at commandment, of his familiarity 
with such nobles as John of Gaunt 

Sir John howcv er redresses matters m a soliloquy 

“I do see the bottom of Justice Shallow' Lord, 
Loid' how suliject we old men are to this vice of 
Ling This same starved justice hath done no- 
thing but prate to me of the wildness of his v outh 
and the feats he hath done about Turnbull Street; 
and ev ery third word a he, duer paid to the hearer 
than the Turk’s tribute I do remember him at 
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Clement’s Inn like a man made after supper of a 
cheese-paring when a’ was naked he was for all 
the world like a forked radish, with a head fan- 
tastically carved upon it with a knife a’ was so 
forlorn that his dimensions to any thick sight 
were invincible a’ was the very genius of famine, 
yet lecherous as a monkey, and the whores called 
him mandrake a’ came ever m the rearward of 
the fashion and sung those tunes to the over- 
scutched huswives that he heard the carmen 
whistle, and sware they were his fancies or his 
good-nights And now is this Vice's dagger be- 
come a squire, and talks as familiarly of John a 
Gaunt as if he had been sworn brother to him, and 
I’ll be s*ivorn a’ never saw him but once in the 
Tiltyard. and than he burst his head foi crowding 
among the marshal’s men 1 saw it and told John 
a Gaunt he beat his own name, for you might have 
thrust him and all his apparel into an cel-skin, the 
case of a treble hautboy was a mansion for him, a 
court, and now he has land and beefs ” 

To Falstaff’s mind, it’s an outiage, but here’s his 
comfort 

“I will devise matter enough out of this Shallois 
to keep Prince Harry m continual laughter the 
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wearing out of six fashions — which is four terms, 
or two actions — and a’ shall laugh without mter- 
valluins 0’ you shall see him laugh till his face 
1)0 like a wet cloak ill laid up’” 

Like Shallow, Justice Gardiner spent his youth 
in London, and wc have seen him making a fray 
and drawing 3s 4d worth of blood His appoint- 
ment, after but one year as justice of peace, to the 
Surrey quorum is evidence of some knowledge of 
law. and the sordid list of his subtle chicaneries 
ro’veals a thorough mastery of legal tucks, and 
attests his skill in taking advantage of it Though 
1 ha\e found no record ol his admission to any one 
of the great Inns of Court, I discoA’er that he sent 
three ol his sons to the Inner Ti inple This choice 
makes it more than possible that he himself had 
studied at Clement’s Inn, for Clement’s Inn, a 
preparatory Inn of Chancery, was annexed to the 
Inner Temple Later in life he was m the service 
of the Earl of Sussex, and, as we have seen, 
ingratiated himself with important personages, 
lending £600 to Sir Walter Ralegh, entertaining 
the Lord Chancellor, Sir Thomas Bromley, and 
other magnates at dinner, and cultivatmg the 
acquaintance of Sir Edmund Anderson, Lord 
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Chief Justice of the Common Pleas, and Sir John 
Fortescue, Chancellor of the Exchequer. 

Falstaif makes old Shallow’s prochvity for lying 
matter for mirth, but the old man’s lies are the 
harmless prattle of a dotard Justice Gardiner’s 
notorious and repeated perjuries m courts of law, 
if soberly taken, were a subject less of laughter 
than of scandal 

It IS to be noticed that when he introduced old 
Shallow in Henry IV Part Two, Shakespeare went 
to the length of drawing not only his character, 
but a picture of his emaciated jiersonal appearance 
as well In Falstalf’s phrase he is a ‘bearded her- 
mit’s ^staff’, a ‘Vice’s dagger’ When his shrunken 
figure ajlpears m the Merry Wives he is, therefore, 
an old acquaintance, and needs no description 
But the weak-headed Slender is a newcomer, and 
Shakespeare here invites his audience to a spceial 
enjoyment of the foolish gentleman's physical 
peculiarities In Act I Scene iv , Dame Quicklj 
questions Peter Simple 
QeiCKiy And Master Slender’s your master"'' 

SiMPLF Ay, forsooth 

Quickly Does he not wear a great round beard, like a 
glover’s paring-knife"'* 

SimpIjE j\o, forsooth he hath but a little whey-face, with 
a little yellow beard — a canc-coloured beard 
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Quickly A softly spnghted man, is he not’ 

Simple Ay, forsooth but he is as tall a man of his hands 
as any is between this and his head he hath fought with 
a warrcner’ 

Quickly How say you’ — 0 I should remember him 
does he not hold up his head, as it were, and strut in liis 
gait’ 

SlMPi E Yes, indeed, does he 

The celebralcd Will Kemp, who m all prohahility 
played Shallow,' and the actor who took the part 
of Slender are thus provided by their fellow Shake- 
speare with the materials for exact physical cari- 
cature None of the other comic figures m these 
plays receives this special attention. Though we 
are unfortunate m hav’ing no contt'mporary de- 
scriptions of the appearance of Gardiner and 
Way le, it is more than tempting to let Shake- 
speare supply them. 

A loving touch to the delicious sketch of Master 

‘ ‘'I ( » Return from Parnas'<u'^, iv 3 

Kimp Now for jou [Mr Philo], methinks jou should belong 
to ni> tuition, and voiir face mrthmks would be good for a 
foolish Ma\or or a foolish justiro ol peace mark me — "For- 
.isinuc h as there he tw o states of a commonwealth Come, 

lot me see how vou can do sit down in the chair, 

PriLOMi SIS ‘Forasmuch as iht rc be', ( tt 
Kvmp Thou wilt do well in time, if thou wilt bo rub d 1)\ thy 
brttfrs that is, I)\ m\‘»clf and siuh grave aldermen of the 
plaNhowie as I am 
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Slender is his self-portrait as a hot quarrelsome 
swashbuckler, desperately bold at the bear-baiting: 

SlendLR I love the sport well, but I shall as soon quarrel 
dt It ds any man m England You are afraid, if you see 
the bear loose, are you not’ 

Anne Ay, indeed, sir 

Slender That’s meat and drink to me, now 1 have seen 
Sackerson loose — twenty times, and have taken liini bv 
the chain 

Although the scene is laid at Windsor, and Slender 
IS called a Gloucestershire man, this boast sounds 
pure Southwark Sackerson’s arena was the Bear- 
Garden, on the very Bankside where the warhke 
Wayte had picked a quarrel with Shakespeare, 
and conceived his physical fear of the poet 

In their cumulative force these parallel® aic over- 
whclmmg It is iinpobsihle to escape the conclusion 
that in these two final Falstaff plays, Shakespeare 
drew material from the contemporary scene m 
Southwark. Justice Gardmer and his inconsider- 
able stepson had willy-mlly forced themselves on 
his attention; and as an economical artist he used 
what he saw. What is more, Gardmer and Wayte 
had put him to trouble and expense at law Why 
not make them pay for themselves with a contn- 
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bution towards the stuff for a couple of plays? 
Poetic justice' 

It was not v ery clever of Langlej to call the jus- 
tice a jierjured knave, and throw himself open to 
actions for slander Shakispeare was wiser. He 
saw that (Jardiiicr throve on execration the chorus 
of curses was a sincere acknowledgment of his 
su< cesses as a cheat To heknave him was to com- 
pliment him But to stage the cunning justice as 
an imhecilc ht ouK for inextinguishable laughter 
would flick him on the raw' And m safetv. too, 
for to call a man a fool is held no Aander, since the 
term imputes no crime 

111 Henry IV Part Tuo Shakespeare therefore 
aggravated the old knave's stvle with iheviiitragc- 
ous .iddilion of fool In the Merry ff'^ices' he jilav ed 
upon the weaker vessel Wajte Retaining enough 
of their peculiar features to gi\ e a Southwark audi- 
ence supreme delight, he led the jireeioiis pair 
gently hy the nose to a permanent place on the 
great stage of fools 
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The foregoing discoveries, and llie conclusions to 
which they lead, at once raise the question, when 
did Shakespeare write the Merry Wives'^ Recent 
scholarship has offered conjectural dates ranging 
from 1598 to 1601 The new light now at hand 
should help us to a delimitation more precise. 

If Shakespeare, as we have seen, introduced un- 
mistakable hits at William Gardiner into his plays 
Henry IV Part Tuo and the Merry Wives, he did 
It during the justice’s lifetime The cream of tiie 
jest would pass with the disappearance ol the 
butt Now Justice Gardiner died November 2t), 
1597 This date therefore gi\es us our later ImiiL 
for the composition of the Merry W ives F or the 
earlier, eve can hardly place it befori Shakespeare’s 
removal to Southwark and the quarrel of Gar- 
dmer and Wayte with Shakespeare and Langley, 
in October and November 1590 In the year 
which lies between these two Novemhers, then, 
Shakespeare wrote the two play s which introduce 
Justice Shallow, Henry IV Pari Tuo and the 
Merry Wives 

In the case of the latter jday, it will be seen from 
what follows that we may be able to fix limits 
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more narrow still. According to a plausible and 
well-accepted tradition, Shakespeare wrote the 
Merry Wives in obedience to what amounted to a 
royal command Queen Ehzabeth, it is said, was 
bo pleased with the fat knight m the two parts 
of Henry II’ that she desired a sequel, to show 
Falbtafl m love We are further told that the piece 
was written in a hurry — fourteen days only being 
allowed for ith composition Whether or not we 
can helievc that the fluent Shakespeare actually 
fiiushed this joll> farce in a fortnight's time, it is 
certain that the play bears the earmarks of hasty 
writing 

For what occasion in l‘)96-1597. we may now 
ask, was the Merry B iies oidered to lie prepared 
in such post-haste*'' Let us look to the play for 
a suggestion Although Shallow is a Gloucester- 
shire justice, and Falstalf a denizen of London, we 
see them both brought by the author to Windsor 
]\ow Windsor was, of course the headquailers of 
the Order of the Garter and the scene of the bril- 
liant ceremonieb of mstalhng the new Knights of 
the Garter In the course of the play Doctor Cams 
is represented as hastening to la grande affaire 
at Court, and in the last scene of the play a grace- 
ful and appropriate comphment is paid to Queen 
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Elizabeth in her quality as Sovereign of the Order. 
These indications lead us to suspect, with Sir 
Edmund Chambers and other scholars, that the 
play was written for some Feast of the Order of 
the Garter The natural question, for which par- 
ticular Feast’ has however received no satisfactory 
answer, and I thmk I can now point to the very 
occasion which satisfies all the conditions 
The Garter Feast celebrated at the palace of 
Westminster on St George’s Day, 4pril 23, 1597, 
IV as of exceptional splendour and solemnity. Four 
years had elapsed smee the last election of Knights 
to the Order, and St George’s Day, 1597, wit- 
nessed the creation of five new Knights Frederick, 
Duke* o£ Wurttemberg, Thomas Lord Howard de 
Waldtn, George Carey, Lord Hunsdon, Charles 
Blount, Lord Mountjoy, and Sir Henry Lee 

well-known and amusing story lies behind the 
election of Frederick, Duke of W urttemberg Fi\ c 
years earlier, as Count of Mompclgart, and just 
before lie succeeded to the dukedom, Frederick 
had come on a visit to England Elizabeth, who 
had her political reasons for securing his future 
support in the German States, made him welcome 
He failed, however, to gam the general good-will. 
For one thing, there is more than a suggestion that 
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he and his followers misused a warrant for taking 
up post-horses free of charge And whatever else 
he may or may not ha\ c done to deserve it, there 
was an unmistakable disposition to laugh at him 
During his stay he nevertheless coneeivcd a 
great desire to lie made a Knight of the Garter, 
and before leaving England he extraetcd from 
Elizabeth an assurance that he might expect the 
honour From Stuttgart he wrote at intervals, 
reminding the Queen of her promise With char- 
aeteristit subtletv. in her replu-s to “Our Cousin 
Munijiellgart”, Khzalieth kept him hoping for 
sev'eral veara, and thus cluapK letamed his de- 
votion to her interests Bv l')97, however, she 
thought It best to humour lii^ wish, and .'.herefore 
had him elected to the Onler in ab^entia^ but she 
did not inform him of the fact until later, and put 
ofl the expense of sending him the insignia to an 
indefinite future Elizabeth’s methods were W'ell 
understood by her Court The German duke was 
to be used, and not taken too serioiislv His 
election was a neeessarv nuisance 
“Our Cousin Mumpellgart’s" uii|)opular and 
somewhat eoinie character would make a small 
hit at the absent duke’s expense relished at the 
Garter Feast in 1597 The Merry Witcs contains 
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such a sly reference, detected hy Charles Knight 
m 1840 As part of the plan of Evans and Cams to 
be revenged on mine Host of the Garter for the 
scurvy trick he had played them, they encourage 
some rogues to pose as followers of an imagmary 
German duke and so make off with three of mine 
Host’s hoises When the horses aie gone, Evans 
ironically warns the unsuspecting victim (accord- 
ing to the Quarto version) to beware of “three sorts 
of cosen garmomblcs, is cosen all the Host of 
Maidenhead and Readings*’ — a palpable reminis- 
cence of Mompclgart’s visit and the consequent 
scandal of free post-horses and cheated iiinkecjicrs 
And further to point up the amusing tibsciuc of 
the GeAnan duke — his name Mompelgarbled as 
‘Garmomblcs’ — from the pomp of the (barter 
election for which he had laboured and longed. 
Doctor Cams puts his head in at mine Host’s 
door, with the brisk announcement “ it is tell-a 
me dat you make grand preparation ft>r a duke de 
Jarmany by my trot, dcre is no duke, dat de court 
IS know to come 1 tell you for good vill adu'u ” 
The Duke of Wurltenibcrg being thus cheerfully 
allowed to be absent, the four Englishmen re- 
mained to be invested with their golden Garters 
and ‘massy gold’ collais or (Georges, by' then 
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Sovereign’s own hands Elizabeth’s favourite 
among these gentlemen was of course her cousin 
George Carey, Lord Ilunsdon, Shakespeare’s 
master, whom she had n eently appointed Lord 
Chamberlain Her alfeetion is appaient m the 
letters which she later wroti to him when he was 
taking a water-cure at Hath ’ Good George,” she 
wnte-s, “1 cannot hut woiuh'r, eoiisid(>rmg the 
great number of pads of water that I hear have 
been poured u[ion >ou, that \ ou are not rather 
drowntd than otherwise, but I trust that all shall 
he for \our better means to healtJi — "iOur most 
aflectionate loving Soveieign, Elizabeth R ” And 
later “As yet 1 somewhat still doubt that theic 
hath been too great abundance of the shme [/ e. 
water] squashed upon jou whn h 1 would ha’s e 
restrained, if mvself might liaM- been with vou ” 
Still latei “And in what place so< \ er sou be, vou 
shall find us a mother and a wife to mmistcr unto 
vou all the best eflects of that teudei and kind 
allection which we iiiav possiblv extend to one 
vchoiii for mail) respects we hold so near and dear 
uulo us " 

Vs we have seen, the election of Lord Huiisdon 
and the rest took place at the Court at Westmm- 
ster ou >t (ieorge’s Dav, April 23. the Feast of the 
Ho 
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Garter The final ceremony of mstalling the four 
new Kmghts at Wmdsor was set for a month later, 
May 24. Following her general custom, Elizabeth 
did not attend this later ceremony, but appointed 
the Lord Admiral to act for her I discover that 
in the month which intervened Lord Hunsdon’s 
preparations for a brilliant following in the great 
riding to Windsor were carried forward with the 
most lavish expenditure, outdoing his fellow 
Knights in a ooinpetition of extrav agance. On 
May 7, I find Francis Bacon riling to Dr Haw- 
ke ns “that the lord Hunsdon, Lord Chambcrlam, 
and Knight of the Garter, flaunted it gallantly”. 
Till ce.da) s later, as a new document in the Record 
Office sh'ows. Hunsdon fortified his pnrsi', by his 
mother’s assistance, with a loan of two thousand 
pounds And on May 14, Rowland Whyte wrote 
to Sir Robert Sidnec. “Upon Monda\ come sen- 
night the four new Knights are to be installed It 
was agreed upon between themscKes that they 
would hace but lift\ men ajnece, but now 1 hear 
that my Lord Chamberlain wall have three hun- 
dred, and Sir Henrv Lee two hundred The other 
two hold their first purpose, but they shall be all 
gentlemen ” 

No one seems to ha\ e recognized the illummating 
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fact that Shakespeare and his fellows, as the Lord 
Chamberlain’s servants, were a part of the gallant 
cavalcade of three hundred that escorted Lord 
Hunsdon from the Court — which had by this time 
mo\cd to Grceiiwuli — down to Windsor I have 
found a detailed aciount, written by one of the 
heralds present, of the impressive entry of the four 
new Knights and their trams into ^ indsoi on the 
afternoon of May 23, describing the sumptuous 
liveries - blue coats in honoiii of the Garter — in 
whuh the Lord Chambi rlain's serv'ants were 
dressed for the occasion 

“On the dav before [the eeremon} of mstallfilion] 
between 1 and i a dock m the afternoon, thev 
entered Vi indsor in manner following 

“I’lrsl, Sir IIenr> T,ee with his eompanv came 
ruling through the town i'rorii ^tames-w aril, all 
his men well mounted, and in blue coats and 
badges 

“INe\t after linn came riding the Lord Mountjoy, 
with all Ills men in blue coats, everv one a plume 
of purple ist ridge feathers in their hats, and his 
gentlemen chains of gold 

“Tliirdh , and immediately after him. came my 
Lord Chamberlain, vnth a brave company of men 
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and gentlemen, his servants and retainers, in blue 
coats faced with orange-coloured taffeta, and 
orange-coloured feathers m their hats, most part 
haMng chains of gold, besides a great number of 
knights and others, that aceompanicd his Lord- 
ship 

‘‘Lastly the Lord Thomas Howard came im- 
mediately after, with like troop and blue coats 
faced with sad sea-colour green tall eta, with 
feathers of the same colours, and many chams of 
gold, %\hich made a goodly show, and the more for 
that they came all four together in order, and not 
dropping one after another, and out of order, as 
they did tyvo years after ” ^ 

Wc may now picture Shakespeare, who since 
October I'jyti could write himself gentleman, nd- 
mg into Windsor with his fellows before their lord, 
very brave in a blue coat lined with orange tafleta, 
orange plumes m his hat, and a chain of gold on 
his breast 

If his play of the Merry Wives was written to be 

acted before the Queen, as tradition has it, the 

question now puts itself did Lord Hunsdon order 

* IBodleian Ashmole MS 1112, f 16'' Transcribed from a 4° 
MS belonging to Sir Ld M alk< r ’ Anotlier transcript is found 
m Stowe MS 595, f 45' 
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it to be acted on April 23 before the Queen at 
Westminster, on the occasion of the Garter elec- 
tion and Feast, or at Greenwich just before his 
cavalcade set olF on Monday, May 23, for the in- 
stallation at Windsor^ 

The earlier date seems fai more probable. Iluns- 
don rnu^t havf known well before April 23 that 
his election was assured, and. being master of the 
(ompan> -which plaved most frequently before 
Elizabeth, could jiass on to his servant Shake- 
sjteare the Queen's wishes for a plat to make 
them merrv aftei the feast Sir Jhlmund Chambers 
lias noted that Ilunsdon’s household included 
a musical establishment, from which he jnight 
sujiply singing boj s for the masquerade of fairies, 
which Shakespeare wrote into the Merr\ 11 ires 
The instructions given bv Puck and the l'\urv- 
Queen to these sprites in the fifth act mdicate in 
themselves that the play was written to he acted 
on the earlier dale at Westminster We know that 
nearly four years had elapsed since 1593 “when 
the Court lay at Windsor” last (11 n 59) The 
town would therefore need plentv of time to pre- 
pare Itself to feed and lodge the Knights and their 
arin> of ov er six hundred mounted retainers and 
friends Puck’s warning would have been too late 
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to come with any force, if the play were acted 
only a few daj s before the installation 

Puck Cmkct, to Windsor chimnevs shall thou leap, 
Whole fires thou find'st unraked and liearths unswept, 
Thtrc pindi the maids as blue as bilberry 
Our radiant queen hates sluts and sliittery 

And the Chapel of St George in the Castle also 
must be made ready foi the coming ceremony 

Faiky-Qiiuhv About, about, 

Searth indsor Castle, ehes, ivithin and out 
islrevv good luck, ouphes, on every saered room. 

That It mav stand till the perpetual doom, 

In stat( as Mholesonie as in slate ’tis fit, 

Woithi the OMner, and the owner it 
Th( s(\cral e hairs of order look vou scour 
\Vilh jitue ol halm and every preiious flowei 
l']a< h fair instalment, < oat, and several trcsi. 

^ ith loval blazon evermore he blest’ 

And nightlv, meadow -fairies, look vou sing 
Like to lh( Garter’s lompass, in a ring 
'I'h’cxpressure that it bears, green let it Li , 

More fertile-fresh than all the field to see. 

And llojii soil qui mal y j)Pn>,e write 

In emerald tufts, dowers purple, blue, and white, 

Liki sajiphire, pearl, and rich embroidery, 
lJutkIfd below fair knighthood’s bending knee 
Fairies use flowers for their eliaractcry 

T he reasonable conclusion to which these pieces 
of evidence point is therefore that Lord Hunsdon’s 
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servants presented the hastily prepared Merry 
Wives before the Queen at Westminster at the 
Feast of the Garter on April 23, 1597 ' 

' J (iiid il tlillicull to un(l« rstand somtonc before this 

(oven without tin h< Iji of tin diMovorv LonLermng Justice 
(birdiim which (loiiils to l>*)7) lias not stoii the Jetast of the 
Garter ttn A|i.i| dj 1707 as llti oIimous ccc ( asion ior tht first 
prodin lion of the Mfrry If tit's Vlllln tvidirut has long been 
< ithi r known or ri adil\ ai II ssihh that tin Jila\ was evidently 
WTitti n for a (#arli r 1 1 lehration that I'n di nek the ‘duke de 
larrnanv , was ihrlrd to tht Ordir in 1507, that his absenre 
and nopojiulantv would inaki this iliition a junttiire most 
apt lor tin satiriral hits in tin [ilav and that IjOrd Ilunsdon, 
the mast! r ol ^h iki spi an s < oin[ianv w as al'O iksUd on the 
s imi on asion Y( t in the pri si m i of all this i onsenting evi- 
denn lor the <»arl or least of 15't7,thi ki ontst and ablest coin- 
rnentators havi variouslv snggistid sinh dates as 1508. 1509, 
KiOO. and 1001 As guidi s for datinc thi Mrrry JTiies aisthtlir 
iritiiisiii. virbal iihixs, bihhogiaphic'il ref mi iin ills, fnd the 
ahseiioi of tin plav Inim h ram is Mins s bst in I i'fn havi all 
proved, it bciius to nii , iiiadti[uatt or lui'liading 
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In our preoccupation with William Shakespeare 
and Francis Langley, we have neglected to in- 
quire about the two women who, as Wayte swore 
in Michaelmas term 1596, joined the actor and 
the theatre-owner in menacing him with death 
Dorothy Socr, wife of John Soer, and Anne Lee 
arc therefore excessively interesting; hut J have 
found them no less tantali/ang and elusive What 
part could they have played in this quariel’ And 
who were they? Try as I mav, I have not been 
alile to throw any light on their connection with 
the adair, nor even to establish their probable 
identity '1 shall have to lonlent myself with re- 
cording the possibilities that 1 have traced, leaving 
it to others to provide the world with a positive 
identification 

The initial difficulty with Anne Lei is that her 
name is a fairly common one Of the possibilities, 
I may mention first the most unlikely an Agnes 
Lee, whom J discover in 1564. living near William 
Gardiner m Bermondsev' (The name ylgnes is fre- 
quently found in Elizabethan documents used in- 
differently' for Aiinif or Anne ) Her name appears 
m a suit brought by Gardiner agamst Cuthbert 
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Beeston’ m which are mentioned seven small tene- 
ments in Bermondsey Street, three of which lay 
just to the north of the door of Gardmer’s house, 
and were occupied in 1564 by William Thomas, 
Agnes Lee, and Adam Spencer. In view of the 
great length of time — thirty-two years — which 
had to elapse before the date of the quarrel, I con- 
sider It unlikel) that this Agnes Lee can be the 
woman who in 1596 was active enough to frighten 
William Wayte 

On eliminating this Agnes Lee of Bermondsey, I 
am left with two others a certain Anne Lea, wife 
of John Lea of St 01a\c’s, Southwark, brewer, 
and an 4gnes Lee whom I find hvmg in Cop^t Hall, 
Pans Garden, in 1606 

Anne Lea, the brewer's tvife, had long been con- 
nerted with the famiH of Brookes who were per- 
secuted and defrauded by .justice Gardiner, as I 
have shown, in the matter of a loan and mortgage 
in and about the year 1584 In 1602 I find this 
Anne Lea, the brewer’s wife, deposing on behalf 
of the Brookes (in a suit which thcv had brought 
against a certain Frances Smith, widow', and her 
son Robert) that she had formerly lived for nine 
years in the Brookes’s house The drift of her 
> Hilar> term, 1567/8 K B 27/1225/310 
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testimony is definitely against the Gardmer famdy 
who are imphcated. William Wayte is also a de- 
ponent m this suit. In 1596, the year of the quar- 
rel, Anne Lea was some 28 years old. She ap- 
peared again as a witness m 1605 m a suit between 
the younger William Gardmer and his brother 
Thomas Associated as she was with the victims 
of Justice Gardmer, it is not impossible that this 
Anne Lea somehow jomed Langley and Shake- 
speare m threats against Gardmer’s serving-inan 
Wayte With this vague suggestion I shall have 
to leave her 

The remammg Agnes Lee appears m the token 
book of St Saviour’s parish for 1606 as an occu- 
pant of Copt Hall m Paris Garden— an old building 
which stood to the south of the Swan Playhouse. 
Possibly this Agues Lee is to be identified with a 
certam widow Lee, who m the years preceding 
had lived in Moss’s Alley on the Bauksidc In the 
Bankside token book for 1596—1597, I find the 
name of John Lee, with the ‘John’ stricken out 
and ‘widdo’ written beneath, mdicalmg that about 
1596 John Lee had died, and that his wife sur- 
vived Widow Lee continued to live m Moss’s 
Alley, according to the token books, until 1602 
The book for 1603 is missmg, and in the list for 
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1604 she IS not to he found As I say, this Widow 
Lee may possibly be the Agnes Lee who appears 
in 1606 as dwelling in Cojit Hall, Pans Garden 
In the registers of St Sa\ lour’s I find a record of 
the burial on January 19, 1613/4, of ‘Agnes Lee, 
a woman, in the Lhurth'’ J'hcre is nothing I have 
been able to find whuh will help us further 
The other woman alleged to have menaced 
Wayte, Dorothy Soer, wife of John Soer. is almost 
as elusive as Anne lae, even ibough we are given 
the additional eluc that she had a husband named 
John Her husband’s faimlv name, appeanng 
under the various forms Sore. Soer. Soare. Saver, 
Saw>er, Sare, Sares, Saires. and Savers. i>- a eom- 
rnon one in Southwark There was a large family 
of Soares m Paris (7aiden when Langlev owned 
the manor Ihlward Soare or .Soei. shipwright, 
was perhaps its most important member He was 
the Edward Soer who served as constable of the 
Libertv of Pans Garden in 1584 5, and reported 
to Justice Gardiner the result of his search of a 
house suspected of harbouring papists Another 
important Pans Garden Soer at this period was a 
Thomas, also a shipwright In 1599 and 1600 the 
token books mention Thomas Soare as a neighbour 
of the player John Smger in Austen's Rents at 
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‘the end of the Bankside’ Someone of these 
Soers owned tenements in Pans Garden Lane m 
1593, called ‘Sore’s rents’ One of the family by 
1613 had acquired some tenements m Pans Gar- 
den formerly owned by Francis Langley, and let 
certain of them out to stage-players to live in for 
m the Paris Garden token book for 1613 we read, 
‘Langley’s Rents, now Soare’s Thomas Soare, 
Robert Pallant, John Edmondes’ Pallanl and 
Edmonds were well-known actors The presence 
of these Soers in Paris Garden ga\e me the hojie 
that I might find Dorothy Socr, wife of John Soer, 
among them, but neither John Soi'r nor his wife 
turned up 

For a John Soei m Southwark 1 find several fios- 
sibilities There is John Saires, a liakei of South- 
wark, whose child Vnne was I'hiisti'uod in St 
Saviour's on September 12, 1605 The name of 
the wife of John Saires, Iiaker, which is what we 
particularly want, is however not given Another 
possibdity IS a well-to-do John Sa\('r,' geiilleinan, 
whom I bnd in 1593 joined with a Henry Saycr 
m the sale of a large amount of properly in the 
parishes of St Saviour, St George, and St Mag- 

^ A John Sa>cr appears in tho accounts of the Treasurer of 
the Chamber m 1589/90, receiving forty shillings ‘lor bringing 
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dalen, Southwark. Finally, I discover a teasing 
entry, in the registers of St. George’s, Southwark, 
of the marriage of John Sayer and Dorithie 
Collard; but the date is August 19, 160.^ — ^ten 
years too late for the quarrel of 1596 
Shakespeare's associates Anne Lee and Dorothy 
Soer have given me much labour and precious 
little pay for it I am left at the end of the search 
almost as ignorant as when I began it For lack of 
facts. I am tempted to iraagiuc that the clerk m 
the Queen's Bench perhaps made a mistake, and 
that wc should read ‘Thomas’ or ‘Edward’ for 
‘.John’ Soer In that case we might see Dorothy 
as one of the Soers of Pans Garden, and so a near 
neighbour of Shakespeare and Langley 1 might 
then give fanec a loose rein and picture Dorothy 
and Anne respccli\el\ as a landlady of Shake- 
speare’s and a serv ant of Langley’s — women who 
would have a very real interest in protecting the 
men of the Swan Playhouse, with force and arms 
m the shape of broomsticks, against the annoy- 
ance offered by Justice Gardiner’s ofhcious but 
easily terrified servmg-man, Wdliam Wayte. 

b'tters in p^)^l for Hi r affairs from Dartmouth, and 

for return with letters of lihe service’ Possibly he is to be 
identified with the last named 
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As a result of the investigations detailed in these 
pages, a number of interesting additions have 
been made to the sum of our knowledge of Shake- 
speare’s life, of the dates of his works, and of his 
dramatic methods. 

We learn first that by the end of October or the 
begmnmg of November 1596 he had moved across 
the Thames to Southwark And findmg him m 
close association with Francis Langley, the owner 
of the Swan in Pans Garden, we conclude that his 
company was acting in Langley’s playhouse We 
see the actor Shakespeare and his associate the 
theatre-owner seriously annoyed by the notori- 
ously unjust local justice, William Gardiner, and 
that unconsidered trifle, his stepson Wayte so 
seriously annoyed, that Wayte swears the gentle 
Shakespeare put him m terror of his life. 

Next we recognize this pair of vexatious inter- 
lopers by a series of unmistakable hits in Henry I V 
Part Two and The Merry Wives of Windsor. This 
disclosure gives the coup de grace to the moribund 
notion that Shakespeare, in drawing the figure 
of Justice Shallow, was thinking of his worthy 
neighbour in Warwickshire, Sir Thomas Lucy. 
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By combiaing our discoveries with the annals of 
Queen Elizabeth’s Court and with the internal 
evidence of the comedy itself, we have been en- 
abled to fix the date of first production of the 
Merry W ives on April 23, 1597 — a date earlier than 
recent scholarship has suspected And smee it is 
generally agreed that Henry IV Part Tula pre- 
ceded lhe Merry W'lves, the two parts of Henry IV. 
must now be pushed back mto the season 1596— 
1597. 1 1 IS now clcai, therefore, that except for 
the touching account of Falstaff’s death m Henry 
I', Shakespeare had completed his portraiture of 
the fat knight by the spring ol 1597 
More important, howceer, than the fresh light 
on the external life of Shakespeare, more signifi- 
cant than the alteration m the dates of his plays, 
IS the ocular demonstration ncm gi\ en us of his 
dramatic use of sonic of the life he knew unique 
ecidence of his use of person'-, to quote Ben 
Jonson, 

such as Comedv would t house 
When she would show an imago of the times 

When w'e consider the true history of Justice 
Gardiner, and the local world’s opinion of him, the 
figure of Justice Shallow appears as a new triumph 
of the dramatist. Shakespeare is here revealed for 
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the first time as a master of personal satire, taking 
with devastating humour a satisfactory revenge 
for himself, his associates of the theatre, and Gar- 
dmer’s victims m Southwark A few months after 
the production of the Merry Wives, exit Gardiner 
from the Elizabethan scene into a well-merited 
obli\uon, carrying with him the bitter sting of the 
contemporary caricature. As children see nothing 
more in Gulhver than the fascinating story, so the 
playgoing world to-day sees in the Justice Shallow 
scenes no more than inoffensive folly in a care-free 
atmosphere of perennial comedy. Shakespeare’s 
magic has transmuted a sordid Southwark into a 
rural Gloucestershire or an ideal Windsor set m a 
pleasant England where knaves are fools, and to 
live IS to laugh them out of countenance. We can 
forgive Gardiner his crimes, did he not giv e us Jus- 
tice Shallow^ And as lor Wayte, it was an act of 
sublime mspiration m him to pick the quarrel with 
Shakespeare; for out of it was born that most ex- 
quisite of ummes, Abraham Slender. 
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APPENDIX 


1 

[1555, Mar 11 Dispensation from Cardinal Pole to TVilliam 
Gardiner, to eat flesh in Lent Sloane MS 3299, f 65 ] 

REGINALDUS Miseratione diuina sanctne Maria: in Cos- 
medin sancta: Romanx ecclesiie Diaconus Cardinalis Pulus 
nuncupatus Sanctissimi Domini nostri Papa; et sedis aposto- 
heae ad serenissimoe Philippum et Mariam Angliie Rcgcs ct 
vniueraum Angliie Rcgnum de latere Legatns Dilecto nobis in 
Chribto Guihelmo Gardinerio saluteni m Dommo scmpiternani 
Tibi, cut oh uanos morbos ct corporis infirraitatcs quibus la- 
boras, eaus piscium uehementer noeet, ut hoc praisenti qua- 
dragesiraali tempore cxteptis Mercurij Veneris tl Sabbati die- 
bus, quibus tc ab esu carnium abstinere uoluinus, carnibus 
ouis et lacticinijs dc utriusqiie medici consilio et ea eireiim- 
sjieetione adhibita, ut nemiui ex hoe offendiculum fiat duranti- 
bus tuis infltmitatibus libcre et licite uti ct uesti possis au ttori- 
tate apostolica nobis per littcras Sanctissimi Donum nostri 
domim Juhj Papa: Tertij contessa qua fungimur tenon prae- 
scntiiim concedimus et indulgemus prohibitionibus cnntrarijs 
non obstantibus quibuscunque Datum Lambcthi propc Lon- 
dinum Wintoniensi Diocesi Anno a Nalmtate Domini Miilc- 
simo qumgcntesimo quinquagesimo quinto quiiito Idus Martij 
Pontificatus Sanctissimi in Chnsto patris et domini nostri do- 
mini Juli] diuina prouidentia Papa- Terlij Anno Sexto 

[signed] Reg[inaldus] Ldr[dinab8j Polus leg[atus] 

11 

[1555, Mich 2 & 3 Ph & M 
Queen’s Bench K B 27/1176/244d ] 

Surrey In Trinity last past Henry Chare, by attorney, came 
into Court and produced a bill against William Gardyner and 
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Randall Smyth in a plea of trespass that on 16 June 1 & 2 
Phihp & Mary with force and arms they broke his close at Ber- 
mondsey and there depastured their horses, sheep, cows, and 
pigs, and consumed his grass to the value of £10 from the 16 
till 22 of June 

On the Wednesday after the Oelase of Michaelmas, Wilham 
Gardyner and Randall Smyth come and say they are not guilty 
(They had made default at the Assizes at Croydon, 1 July ) 
The jurors consider that William Gardyner and Randall Smyth 
are guilty, &c Damages, £11 


111 

[15S6 0( t IJ Guildhall, Southwark Courts Leet, 1539-1564 ] 


A'llla (It Southw ark 14 th tober 3 & 4 Ph & M View of frank- 
pledge hi 1(1 before ''A'llliam Garclt, knight, and William Harper 
and John White, I.ord Mayor and ^herl£^H of London Inquest 
of fifteen jurors 

It( ni presentanl quod Wilblmus Gardener ijsdem die et anms 
fxiij die Januarij annis predutis] fieit affiaiam tt cfludit san- 
gumem sup< r Willelnium Boston Idi'o ijise in misericordia 


[1556, Nov 10 Guildhall, May or's Court Repertories, 13/ 146 
OfUiy, Mayor ] 


Itini it was granted and agritd that William Gardyner and 
Hogd Water, bringing into this Court £20 apicee the next 
( ourt day , shall not only' b( admitted into the liberties of this 
City by redemption in the fi How ship of the Grey Tawyers, but 
also hjy'e £10 apiece of their said money to them freely given 
back again 

V 

[1556, Del 3 /6id , 13/457 Oflley', Mayor ] 

At this court It w as Ordered that the two persons lately ad- 
mitted into the hberties of the City by redemption m the Com- 
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pany of the Greytawyers shall be quietly permitted to enjoy 
their said freedom until Candlemas next coming, albeit that 
the Court is here informed that they neither arc skilful in the 
said art nor yet do practise the same, to the intent to try the 
truth thereof in the mean season 

VI 

[1558/9, March Records of the Lcatherscllers’ Company ] 
In a list of names with sums noted “delivered unto the Cham- 
ber of London for the Queen's use by the way of prest, in 
March Anno 1558”, the following entry was made and crossed 
out “Paid None Wylliam gardner £5 not R[ecci\cd]”. 

VII 

[1559 Close Roll, 1 Ehz , pt 5 C54/557/2 ] 

Indenture made 31 March 1559 between Robert Fullcshiirst of 
Crewe, Cheshire, esquire, and Milliaiii Gai diner ’fUermond- 
sey, Surrey, gent For £160 Fulle«hurst grants to C.irdi ner and 
his heirs iSrtver lands, ten* ments, &c inCrewi Rut if Fidh s- 
hurst pays £160 to Gardener at Fasti r this convcyanct shall 
be void 

[See below, document xxxii J 

Vlll 

[1558, Trinity Queen’s Bent h KB 27/1 187/J J Id J 
London Trin 1 Mary (1554) llavid (orntwell, gent, and 
Elizabeth his wife, exeiutrix of Kuhard Cardyncr, executor 
of William Gardyner the ildir, laic ol tin parish of St Mary 
Magdalen, Bermondsey, Surrey, ^ toman, against Michael 
Thralt of Luton, Beds . gent , in a pita lhal he owt d £40 Tht 
plaintiffs said that Michael Thralt on 30 November 33 Htii 
VIII (1541) bound himself to pav William Card yni r the £40 at 
Christmas following, but had not done so, though often asked 
by the said William and Richard in their lifetimes and by 
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Elizabeth after the death of Richard, and by David and Ehza- 
bcth after their marriage It was considered that the said 
Michael should pay the £40 

Afterwards on 20 June 4 & 5 Ph & M (1558) Michael came 
and said that in the judgment on record there was a mani- 
fest error because no damagi s were taxed Therefore it is an 
error, &c 

IX 

[1559, 0(t 2 Clianceij Town Depositions, C24/42 ] 

David Cornewall and Elizabeth his wife, plaintiffs, against 
William Gardyner, defendant 

Deposilion of John Drewe of the parish of St Mary Magdalen, 
Southwark, win seller, aged 41 

He said that Richard Gardyner was m his lifetime possessed of 
the third part of Bermondsi j Grange by the gift of William 
Gardyner his Gther, aud that he took the profits thereof for 
tnree years before his death And that Richard by his will left 
his estate and interest in the property to Elizaheth<tlie plain- 
tiff, then his wife This deponent was present at the making of 
the will, with five or six other persons “that is to saj, one Lam- 
hith a IJutcher, one Kejman or Kemynghain a Brewer that 
dwelli th at the sign of the Horse Head in Southw ark, one other 
called Gr>ffyn, and one Fryer that wrote the said will, with 
others’’ This deponent was oiersecr of the said will And sin ec 
the said Richard’s death about two years before, the said 
Ehzabeth had enjoyed the third part of the said Grange 

X 

[1559, May 2 Patint Roll, 1 Ehz , pt 1 C66/938/23 ] 
Licence granted, for £5 4 8, to Wilham Dowes, clerk, to ahen- 
ate all those lands and tenements, parcel of his Manor of Leyg- 
ham Court, Surrey, including a close caUed ‘Spawne Meade’, 
two parcels of land called ‘Lyttle Balshams’, a parcel of land 
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called ‘Rusheden’, and another called ‘Bushe Leas’ and all 
those parcels of -uood called ‘Bushe Leas copies’ and ‘Bushe 
Leas Wood’ and ‘Legham Wood’ (60 acres), ‘Frydaye Grove’, 
‘Ballams Copies’, etc held of the Queen m chief, by fine to 
W illiam Gardener of Bermondsey, Surrey, gentleman, to ha\e 
and to hold to him and his heirs forever 

XI 

[1559, May 51 Close RoU, 1 Eliz , pt 8 C54/560/8 ] 
Indenture made 31 May 1 EIiz , between Wdliam Dowes, vicar 
of AU Hallows Barking, and William Gardyncr of Bermondsey, 
Surrey, gent , recites that William Dowes by an iiidenturi of 
25 January 1 Mary (1553/4) demised to William Gardyncr all 
that close called ‘Spanne Meade’ and two parcels of ground 
called ‘Little Ballams’ and parcel of the land called ‘Russhe- 
denno' and parcels called ‘Busshelease’, ‘Busheltas Co])pies‘, 
‘Busheleas Wood’, ‘Leighams W'ood’, ‘Fryda>c Grovt’, ‘Bal- 
lams Cojipicr’, and ‘Ballams Gro\<’, all parcel of the manor of 
Leigham Court, for 71 years at a rent of £17 4s 
This indenture witnesses that William Dowes, for £120, sold 
the same land to the said William Gardyncr and his hi irs for- 
ever, IS illiam Gardyner to pay half the rent of 30s due to the 
Queen 

Xll 

[1559, Oct 20 Guildhall, Southwark Courts Leet, 1539-1 504 J 

Manor of Southwark, view of frankpledgi 
Item It IS pained that W’llliara Gardyner do amend the high- 
way to the imddlc of the causey as iar as his rents goeth by the 
same feast [Midsummer next] upon pain 40s 

XIII 

[1559 Records of the Leathersellers’ Company ] 
Wdliam Gardener contributed 40s to wheat money for the use 
of the City 
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XIV 

[1560, March 8 Patent Roll, 2 Ehz , pt 11 C66/958/34 ] 
I,iccnce granted, for 30s , to William Gardener, gentleman, to 
alienate by fine all those two parcels of land called ‘bttle Bal- 
amta’, containing 40 acres, extending m length to Clapham 
Common, ‘Bushleas Wood alias Bristowe Cawseye Copyes’ m 
the pariah of Slreatham, Surrey, ‘Frydaye Grove’, ‘Ballames 
Copycb’, and ‘Ballames Grove’, held in chief, to Richard Bos- 
toike, gentleman, to have and to hold to him and his heirs 
forever 

XV 

[1560,Alarch 11 Close Roll, 2 Elir , pt 2 C51/567/27 ] 
Indenture made II March 1550, '60 hctivcin William Gardener 
of Bermondsey, Surrey, gentleman, and Richard Bostockc 
of Newington, Surrey, ginthnian The said Gardener lor 
£266 13 4 sold to Bostoekt ‘Litth Ballams’ (40 acres), one of 
the said closes extending in li ngth to Clapham C omipon and 
the other to ‘Ballams Coppice’, a little close in the tenure of 
Thomas Piggett, a coppice called ‘Busheleas Woods alias Bris- 
tovit cavseyc coppice’ (20 acres), lying in the parish of Streat- 
liam between the highway leading from London to Streatham 
on the cast, and a lane leading from StockweU Common to 
Tooting Common on the west btockwell Common and Leig- 
hara Wood on the north, and ‘Bushelcasc' Field on the south, 
‘Frydays Grove’ (15 1/2 acres), ‘Ballams Coppice’ (12 acres), 
‘Ballams Grove" (2 acres) William Gardener to pay half the 
rent of 30s due to the Queen 


XVI 

[1560, Easter Feet of Fine* CP 25/Siirr E 2 Eliz'197] 
B< tween Richard Bostock, gentleman, querent, and Wdham 
Gardener and F ranees his wife, deforciants, of 20 acres of land, 
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10 of meadow, 10 of pasture, and 50 of wood, m Streatham 
Quitclaimed l)y IX^ilbam and Frances and the heirs of William 
to Richard and his heirs for £90 


XVII 

[1560 Repertory of Originalia, 2 Ehz , pt 1 Index 6959 ] 
Licence to William Gardener, gentleman, to alienate a par- 
ed of meadow called ‘Spaiinmcade’ in Streatham, Sum y, to 
William Beston and Joan hi» wife 


XMll 

[1560, March 7 Close Roll, 2 Ehz , pi 3 C54/568/26 J 
Indenture made 7 March 1550j'60 between William Gardener 
of Bermondsey, Surrey, gentleman, and William Beston of 
Streatham, Surroj, gentleman, and Joan his wifi Rt cites that 
William Uowes, vicar of All Hallows Harking, sold some land 
panel of T,( igliam Couit [as in No m] to tin said William 
Gardener Now upon this indenture thi said W illiam Gardi ner, 
for £200. sold to the said W'llliam and Joan all the panels 
of land now in the tenure ol loan, widow of llonrj Holl.ind, 
husbandman, vi/ ‘Spanne Mead’ (24 arres), ‘Riishdeaii , 
^Busshelease’, ‘‘Bushlease t oppicd Willi.iin (..ardener under- 
took to pay half the rent of 30s due to the Queen 


XIX 

[1560, Easter Feet of Fines CP 25/Surr E 2 Eliz /202 ] 
Between WiUiam Beston gentleman and Joan his wife, quer- 
ents, and William (Tardiiier gentlemiii and train es his wife, 
deforciants, of land in Streatham Quitclaimed bj William and 
Frances for them and the heirs of William, to William and 
Joan and the heirs of William, tor 220 marks 
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XX 

[1560, Trinity Queen’s Bench KB 27/1195/46] 

i 

Middlesex In Mich last, John Waskctt, executor of the will 
of Margaret Assheton, widow, executrix of the will of Adam 
Asshcton, citiren and ‘lanii carnificis’ of London, produced in 
Court his bill against William Gardener of Bermondsey, Surrey, 
gentleman, executor of the will of William Gardener of the 
parish of St Mary Magd<ileu, Bermondsey, yeoman, m a plea 
that he owed him £40 Alleged that William Gardener the 
testator 18 March 33 Henry \ III (1542) at Westminster bound 
himself to Adam in £40 to be repaid at Easter following and 
that the said William the executor, though often asked to pay, 
after the testator's death, will not pay 

Bv nttorni ), Gardener says that he i« not the executor of the 
will of the said ^ illiam Gardener deceased, and has never ad- 
mmistcri d an\ of his goods and ihallel« 

Discontinuance r< corded 

« 

xxt 

[1561, March 28 ('lose Roll, S Eliz , pt 1 C54 583/24 ] 
Indenture made 28 Man h 156] between MiJliain Gardiner of 
Bermondsey, gentleman, and lohn Bowser of Lincoln s Inn, 
esquire, and Richard Bostockc of IS’ewiiigton, Surrey, gentle- 
man 

Rentes Bowes s grant [No xi ] By this indenture, for £100, 
M ilham Gardener now sold Leigham’s M ood (60 acres) to the 
said John Bowyer and Richard Bostockc Gardener to pay 5s 
yearly as a share of the 30s rent due to the Queen 

xxii 

[1561, Max 12 Common Picas CP 40/1195 ^Deeds mem 11] 
William Gardener of Bermondsey, Surrey, gentleman, came 
into Court 25 June 3 Ehz , and asked to have this deed en- 
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rolled that Wilham Gardener of Bermondsey, Surrey, gentle- 
man, for £100, had sold to John Bowier of Camberwell, esquire, 
and Richard Bostockc of Newington, gentleman, all that wood 
called ‘Leighams "W ood’, contauung 60 acres, in the parish of 
Streatham, Surrey, to have and to hold to the use of ihein and 
their heirs forever Dated 12 May 3 Eliz 

XXUl 

[1 lOl, Michaelmas Feet of Fines 
C P 25/Surr M 3/4 Eh/ /548 ] 

Between John Bowt cr, esq , and Richard Rostock, gent , quer- 
ents, and William Gardiner aud Frances his wOe. d( foreianls, 
of GO acres of wood in Streatham Quitclaimed h-\ the deforci- 
ants for them and their heirs to the plaintills and the heirs of 
John for £10 

XXIV 

[1561, Michaelmas Fe< t of Fines 
CP 25/Surr M 3/1 Eh/ ,55 1] 

Between Villiam Gardyner, querent, and Owen Clune and 
Agnes his wife, deforciants, of II messuages, H gardens, I 
orchard, aud 3 ai res of meadow m the parish of St Mai y Mag- 
dalen, Bermondsi y Quitclaimed by the deforciants and their 
heirs to Wilham Gardyner and his heirs for 140 marks 

XXV 

[1561 Chancery Procei dings. Series 11 C3/128,'65 ] 
Robert Mote of Lambeth v Milliam Gardener 
Gardener's Answer (Undated ) 

That Wdliam Gardener the eldir was possessed ol the Grange 
in Bermondse}, and let some part of it to the plaintilT 
That the plaintifT and dt fendant wi re hound m several obliga- 
tions together, and that the plaintiff was arrested at the de- 
fendant’s smt, and afterwards agreed to make an acquittance. 
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The plamtiiF was hound to the defendant in an obligation of 
£100 dated 28 March 1 & 2 Ph & M , whereby the plaintiff 
bought from the defendant all his title and interest in the 
Grange Certain leases were also made to several persons, 
among whom weie Kandall timvth, Roger Baneted, Frydes- 
with, daughter of M illiam, and John Askf we her husband, of 
certain par< els of the Grange, the plaintiff w as to allow these 
persona to have quiet possession “That after the said Robert 
Motle did break and tear the said obligation, agamst the will 
of the said William Gardener ’, but promised to make another 
of like t Ifi ( I, and because he did not do so, the defendant 
caused him to be arrested 

Yi I hi cause the defendant’s deelaratioii “did not in every 
point effectual agree ’ with the condition of the obligation, the 
defendant was nonsuited, and paid the costs of the suit 
The defendant then made a i omplaint of tri sjiass m the same 
Court [’ 'sheriffs' Court of I.oudonJ against the plaintiff, de- 
claring that Mote had torn the deed, and alter inanj delajs, 
commenced other suits . ' 


XXVI 

[1561, Michaelmas Chanetrj Utirees and Orders, 1561/16] 
Robert Mote, plaintiff, W illiam Gardiner, di fendaiit 
A vent of certiorari awarded to the Lord Major and Sheriffs 
of London to ccrlily into this Court all such matter as before 
them de'pendeth between the said parties 

XXVII 

[No date, but after 1560 Chane Proc , Ser 11 C3/120/76 J 
Ebaabcth Martyn, widow of Stephen Martjn of Southwark, 
buteber, plaintiff, against Thomas Shepperd and Frideswide 
his wife 

Bill of complaint Shows that about 26 Hen VIII (Apnl 1534- 
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April 1535) Robert, late Abbot of Bermondsey, demised to 
Ralph Wren and Helen his wife the Grange of Bermondsej for 
a term of jears yet uncomplited About February, 28 Hen 
VIII (1536/7), the said Ralph and Helen conveyed tuo 
closes (then in the tenure of the said Stephen Marty n), 
parcel of the said Grange , to William Cardyner of Southw ark, 
deceased 

Afterwards William Cardyner, eon of the said William Gar- 
dyner, nas possessed of the same, and sold his interest therein 
to Robert Mote of Lambeth, Surrey, yeoman About Ft bruary 
1 & 2 Ph and M (1551/5) the Killer demised the same to 
Stephen Marlyii 

But one Fridesyyide Askewe, sister of M ilham Gardmr the 
son by her brothi r’s means prelendt d to havt all her brother’s 
( state and interest in the said two iloses, by a grant from her 
said hi other made before his grant of the prt mises lo KoLcrt 
Mote Afterwards, ‘ to the end that he would be in t]mi tness", 
Robert Mole agreed with Fridesw’idi that sh< should have 
pasture tiijd feeding for "three kye” for her lift tliin-on, and 
bheinreturngranted him allherprclcndedtitli lothi primises 
And ^^illiam Gardner the son gave Alote the lountirpart of 
an indenture with the si als torn off, wliiili hi said was the 
lease made by him to the said Frideswidi 
Lati r the said Frideswide married out Thomas Sheppi rde, 
who with the help of the said William (Kirdmr inadi ilaim lo 
the said two closes, alleging that thi mdi ntiire dihyircd lo 
Mote was unsealed Thereupon the said Robert Moli , “to avoid 
all trouble’’, cony ey cd to thi said Thomas and Fndeswidc thi 
herbage of a parcel of ground in Surrey railed “the dny'ing 
wall, and the lying of six kine within thi Grange yard afore- 
said, payung but a red rose, for term of thirty years’’ if I’rides- 
wude should so long live M hereupon T'homas Shepperdc 
granted the pretended lease to Robert Mote, and promised 
to cancel the unsealed indi iilure 
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Stephen Martyn died, leaving the plaintiff his sole executnx; 
and now the said Thomas and Fndeswide (though still enjoy- 
ing the said pasturage) claim the two closes, and wTongfully 
enter them “and daily menace to trouble her more” 

Anwer The defendants say that in August 1 & 2 Ph & M 
(1554) William Gardner the son demised the closes for 25 years 
to John Askewe deceased, late husband of the said Fndeswide, 
and that Robert Mote wrongfully entered into possession of 
them 


XXVIII 

[1562 Cbanc Proc , her II C3/5/64 ] 

Henry Lord Audlcy, plaiutiil, against William Gardener, and 
Henry Dytouson, defendant' 

Bill of ( omplaint 

The (omplamant stated that he had demised to one Robert 
Luce Ph & M , Holey e Castle, Staffordshire, with three 
messuages, two torn mills, lii e smithies 400 acres of land, 100 
acres of meadow, 500 acres of pasture, 600 acres of w lod, and 
400 acres of lurze and heath, lor a term of 10 years 
The said Robert Luce by his will made his wife Katherine his 
sole executrix, after the death of the said Robert, Katherine 
was possessed of the property and died intestate, upon which 
the administration came into the hands of Frances, wife of 
Edmond Waight, citizen and leatherseller of London After- 
wards Waight conveyed the property to Robert Lydington, 
hut by a counter-assurance, the former was to occupy the 
premises 

After Edmond Waight's death, Frances his widow married 
William Gardener the now defendant, and they occupied the 
premises But afterwards, by a new lease made by the old Lord 
Audley and the complainant to Frances and ^ dham Gardener, 
the complainant and his father were to occupy the premises, 
paying a yearly rent to the said Frances and M lUiam, and the 
144 



CABDINER DOCUMENTS 


complaiuaat stood bound to tbe said Gardeupr and his wife in 
a recognizance of statute staple 

And since that timt, the said Ljdington granted his lease and 
interest in the premises to Heniy Dyionmn, who now has re- 
cover! d the same against the complainant, and has taki n pos- 
session thereof, whereby the coinplaiiiant i ould not pay the 
yearly rent to William Gardener and Francis his wifi, and was 
in danger of forfeiting liis bonds 
Ariswrr of W'llliarn Gtirtli-ner 

He said that George, late Lord Audley, and llie now eom- 
plaiuant by their deed of 17 May 1 Flir (IS demised Hi ley 
Castle and the lordshiji and manor ol Audley to tin di Imdants 
from Michaelmas thin iii'M following lor a term ol 11 vears, 
for ihi peilormantc of which coccnaiit tin i oniplaiiiaiit and 
his father wire bound to I In di fiiiil.iiit iii £700, “wliii h, as this 
defindant supposeth, is forliitid” 

That if an agreement was made hetwien M'aight ind Loding- 
toii that ’Jie latter was to oiiupy tin piunisis n was not 
known to thi dilendant, “and il tin said I'.diii iiidi \Vuygli1 
had any- sueli interest at will in tin pruiiisi s, tin ii nothing 
tin ri of afli r his ib atli could i omr unto tin sani h ram i s or lo 
the dilendant that took her to will 

15\ agri L mint with the lati I.ord 'Viidh y and the loinplaiii- 
aiit, tin said dclondaiit Ak illiam ( ardtnir and Frames sur- 
rendered dll their interest in the premise s, m ri turn for lln* rn w 
lease, as mentioned in the hill of < omplamt 
Demurrer of Edieurd [sic] D-yconson^ g,entlemiin 
Said that in November last past it was ilccidid before the 
Council in the Star Chaiuhi r that tin ihfciidint Dyionson 
should not be disturbed iii Ins on upalion of the said pri inises 
until he had rt eovered the same at the common law , tin n fori 
he “demurretli in judgimint of this Court, il he he vexed or 
molested” 
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XXIX 

[1587, Jan and Fch Chanc Proc. Eli-! C2 Eliz A8/31 ] 
George Lord Audlcy, plaintiff, against Mary Dickinson, widow, 
Rowland Lytton, and William Gardener, defendants 
Audley''s bill of complaint Said that plaintiff, wishmg to sell 
Helcy Castle and purchase land in Wiltshire, had to acquit and 
disc barge and bold harmless all the persons to whom his father 
and grandfather had made h ases of that property 
That one Edward Diconson, deceased, “being a man well 
known in Lis lifetimt to he very subtle and crafty”, forged a 
d( 1 d dati d 11 Nov 3 & 1 Ph &M (1556) hj which George Lord 
Audlcy and Henry his son d< mi^ed the ('.astle of Heley, worth 
£1 00 a j ear, hi sides the profits of the w oods for 99 years, for a 
yearly rent of £20 to be paid at the will and pleasure of the 
said Diconson 

Yet the said Diconson made no use of this forged lease in the 
lifetimes of the plaintiff s iallur and grandfather, but allowed 
them to make other bases of the premises ^ 

Hut after the deaths of thi father and grandfather, the plain- 
tiff then being a minor and a ward of the (jueen’s, the said 
Diconson m 8 Eliz (1566),“mmdmgyery lewdly and corruptly” 
to apptarniore iredible, conspired with some of the Chancery 
ihrks and lauscd this forged lease to be enrolled, and got it 
passed under the gnat seal by way ol a iidimus or innotesci- 
mus The said Diconson, “although he was continually a yery 
bare and needy man”, nevir made any open claim to the pro- 
perty but now that he is deceased, Mary his widow , confederat- 
ing with a certain Rowland Lytten, finding the forged deed 
and the innotescimus, and knowing the same to be iorged, has 
offered the same to divers persons for sale “and hath delivered 
the said vidimus or innotescimus thereof under the great seal 
ol England unto one William Gardener of Southwark, to be 
kept, to the great hurt and slander of sueh interest and title” 
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as the complamaut had m the property And the ^aid plaintiff 
was m danger uf forfeiting his hunds }!(> anked for a writ of 
subpena to be issued to the defendants, “as also unto tin said 
AVilham Gardener cummatidmg th( said William (»arileuor 
thereby to apjiear in this hunorahk Court and to bring with 
him the said innotescimus’^ 

Ansuer of Alary Dickinson She confessed that she had heard 
oi such a lease made to her husband, but staled that ^h< was 
not born at the time it w^is made, and that “she is unlearned 
and cannot so well read written hand as to under-land wliat 
suth a writing meani lh“ She thought that her Im-baiid had 
made no claim to the pioperty because lit could not (oiilMid 
“with such grcMt pcrsonagi s", and that the innotc'fcimiis was 
taken awd^ from her husband 

After h< r husband s death, the d< < ds (anic into her jio-sessiou 
again *■ and without that, that -ho dclivc nd tlu -amt innoles- 
cimus lo the said Vt illiam Cardent r to keep Jmt onl^ at Ins 
earnest rcqutsl showid it him to <opy out and \i> ’•i Jilivu” 
to her agaih [or to] the administrator of the -aid bdward 
l)irkiii-ou, ‘ which he -wori he would do witnin some dav- 
after" 


XXX 

[1562 & ] 563 cords uf the la alhc r-* lit r-' ( oin!iaii\ ] 
1562, Oct William Gardiner contributed i1 to wheal mourv 
1562/3, Jan „ „ „ ,, „ 


XXXI 

[1562, Nov 11 (lo-e Roll, 5 khz pt 11 l5V6-iO;2-i] 
Indenture made 14 No\<mbcr 1562 bctwcin Bartholomew 
Lynton of London, gentleman, and ^ ilham (/ardyner i jtizi u 
and leatherselier of London, who paid the said Lynton 150 lor 
lands and marshes m Romney Marsh in the parishes of New'- 
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church and Byhsyngton, Kent, now in the tenure of Wilham 
and Richard Hall, and for those lands m the same places where- 
of Katherine I,ynton, widow of Robert Lynton, and mother- 
in-law of Bartholomew, u> seized for life But if the said Bar- 
tholomew should pay thi sum of £50 to the said Wilham in the 
parish church of St Sat lour, Southwark, at several feasts then 
following, this indenture was to he loid 


XXXll 

[1565,1000 25 fhaoc Prue,Ser II C3/63/28 ] 
Bobtrl Fiilllmrst, of Crr ue, Clu shire, esijuire, plaintiff, against 
William (lardy ncr, dilondant 

Fullhurst'i biU of complaint “That whereas one William Car- 
dynir, subtly and without just lause, did obtain a judgment 
lielore the Justice of the ( oininon f’b as against your said ora- 
tor as aduiiiiislrator of Ihonias f ow lelmrst, knight, his father, 
for the debt of £50 and K)' over for costs, for satisfaction 
when of afterwards your said su|)pliant (allhougii there were 
no just cause for the said William Garde nc r to retoytr the said 
d( bt in that your said suppliant had be fon the suit against 
him commence d fully' administered all Ihc goods and cattle of 
tin said Sir Thomas I< iillcshurst) was ncvc rtlnless contented, 
in as Hiding of further \c xation .iiid trouble, to c oiiipouud with 
the said W illiam Gardener for satisfaction of the said debt 
and of all such other debts as the said Wilham Gardener 
elaimed to be in any wise owing unto him by the said Sir 
Thomas Fullehurst, and in full recompense and satisfaction 
thereof concluded and agreed to pay unto the said Wilham 
Gardener the sum of £80 id lawliil money of England at two 
se\eral days [£40 at St Thomas the Apostle last past and £40 
at St Thomas the Apostle next following] ’ Fullhurst bound 
liiiTistlf to pay, and Gardener gare him a deed of general re- 
lease Before the first day of payment, FuUhurst, by the hands 
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of hia servant Tbomas Mekyns, paid Gardener the first £40, 
and asked to give him an acquittance or receipt This however 
Gardener, “craftily intending to use some advantage against 
your said orator, did refuse to perform, and not thus satisfied, 
minding and intending the utter undoing of vour said sup- 
phaut, did craftily and \try dishonestly pro«ei ute process of 
outlawry upon the said judgement against your said suppliant, 
whereby your said suppliant was outlawed and thereby for- 
feited unto the Queen’s Highness not onJv all the profits 
and rev< nues of his lands but also all and singular liis goods 
and chattels, to his loss, damage, and hiuJraiitt ol £1000 and 
above’’ 


XXXllI 

[1563, June (1 t lose Roll. 5 Elir pt 11 1.54/610/16] 
Edward ^'ebhe of I.vinesfK Id, Surriy, isq, ai kiiowh dgtd 
that he owed £500 to VI iliiam Cardeiier, iitirin and h ather- 
selli r of I^ndon, to be paid on the f< asl of ihi Nativity of St 
John the Bajitist Dated 6 June J E.li/ (1561' Tluvwire 
jointly bound to Vt alter Roberts, of Olassenbiirv, 1 ranbiook, 
Kent. I sq , in £300 for the payment of £200 at the fount stone 
111 St I’aul's Cathedral on 2 August 3 Elir and £100 on 9 Ortu- 
ber following, at the same place 

On 6 July 1598 William t.ardi ner and INicholas Siuythe, i vi - 
cutors of the will of the said William Caidincr, einie and ac- 
knowledged themselves to be satisfied 


XXXIV 

[1563 & 1564 Records of the Lcathi rsellers’ Company ] 

1563 William Gardiner contributed 20v towards the discharge 
of such debts as the Hall did owe to the Riiitur Wardin 

1564 Wilbam Gardiner assessed for wheat money 
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XXXV. 

[1564, Sept 4 Common Pleas C P 40/1226/5d ] 
Cuthbcrt Beeston, citi7en and girdler of London, came into 
Court 14 0( toiler 6 Ehz (1564) and asked to have this deed 
enrolled an indenture made 4 September 6 Ehz between 
William Gardymr, citizin and li atherseller of London, on the 
one part, and Cuthberl Bieston, iitiyen and girdler, on the 
other, by whieh it ivas agreed that William should recover 
against Cuthbcrt, by common writ of < ntry in Michaelmas 
term next, one messuage. 6 lottages, and 10 gardens in the 
parish of bt Mary Magdalen, Bermondsey, to the use and be- 
hoof of William and Ins heirs forever 

XXX VI 

[1501, Mithaelmas Feet of Lines CP 25/Surr M 6/7 Ehz] 
Bdvvcoii William Gaidiner, ijiierent, and Cuthbcrt Bciston 
and Alice liis viifc, deforciants, of a messuage, 0 cottages, and 
10 gardens iii the parish of Si Marv Magdalen, Bsimondscy, 
(jiiitclaimed bv the deforciants lor themstlvcs and tlieir heirs 
to William and his heirs for 230 marks 

XXXVll 

[1565, Trinity. Queen’s Bench KB 27/1215/165] 
Surrey In Hilary term, William Gardvner, citizen and leather- 
seller of London came and produced a hill against Peter Baker 
for trespass, saying that a certain Cuthbcrt Bi > ston was seized 
of a messuage in Bcrmoiidsev Street in which the said Wilham 
Gardvner dwelt, and two othi r tenements adjacent, and seven 
other messuages in Bermondsev Street, which the said Cuth- 
hert sold to the said W'llliam, 18 August 6 Lhz (1564) On 25 
August, Cuthbcrt gave William a recogm/anee of £300 for the 
fulhlling of the terms of this lonveyanic William dehvered 
this recognizance to Peter Baker to keep on the condition that 
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if the said Cuthbert Beeston and Alice his wife levied a fine 
and recovery as was required in the conveyance, that then the 
said Peter should deliver the recognizance to the said Cuth- 
bert, and if they did not do so, that then the recognizance 
should be returned to William Cardvner On 30 August 6 Eliz 
the said Peter prnmisid that the said Cuthbert and Abie 
should levy thi fint 

Now Gardyner said that Cuthbert and Ahee did not levy the 
fine on the first Monday in Michaelmas term following as they 
promised, and Pen r refused to return tin rt i ognizam e to him, 
so that he could not recover £300 

In Trinity term 7 Lliz , Peter Baker said be reei ived the ri cog- 
nizance from Gardyner on the understanding that vihen thi 
said Cuthbert and Alice should aiknowltdgi tin fine and re- 
covery, then the said recognizance should be void, and should 
remain in his (Peter's) hands but that if Ciilliherl slioiild die 
before the said first Monday in Miiliaelmas tirm, then Pi ter 
should redi liver the said rieogni/anii to Gardyiiir And hi 
said that flu fine vas raised in Mieliaelmas term 6 Itliz , by 
which the recognizanei liiiami void 

It was considered (after manv delays) that Pitir slio Id pay 
Gardyner damagi s of £8 3 4 And on 1 luly 10 Chz (IMiO), 
^ illiam Gardyner came and aeknow ledged himself to bi salis- 
hed 


XXXVllI 

[lifi'i Guildhall, Mayor's ( ourt Bipertorjch li tl'if/, 4l0d] 

7 Khz , 25 January^ Item William Gardimr, h atlierselli r, for 
his misdemeanours and contemptuous and unfitting words and 
language towards his Wardi n and Coiiqiany lately had and 
used, was this day com nulled to ward in Niwgali 
7 Khz , 17 May Item it was ordered at tin suit of the Gom])aiiy 
of the Leathcrsi llcrs, that Wilham Gardinir, being one of 
their company, for his misderaeanours towards them shall be 
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committed to ward by my Lord Mayor, there to remain till the 
next court 

XXXIX 

[1565 Records of the Lea therse Hers’ Company ] 
“Charges paid by William PrestMoode at the mayor’s feast, 
which he paid for William Gardener’s part, somma 36s lOd ” 

xl 

[1566 Records of the Leathersellers’ Company ] 

'Jill WardeiiB paid “unto my I,ord Mayor's ollicer for the 
arresting of ^ illiam Gardiner, leatberseller, for his disobedi- 
eni ( to tilt Maslf r and W ardens, sonimo 2s ’’ 

xli 

[1565. Mithaclmas <,)uecn’s Bench KB 27/1216 J 
Surrey In Miiliatlmas term \Silham Gardyntr and Franiis 
Ins isifc came and produced a bill against Riihard Pype, say- 
ing that on 20 Dceeriibir 1 & 5 l*b & M (1557) at Hie parish 
of St George, Souths ark, he ri quested Frances thinsoZn, to 
gi\e him i2S7 14s , and failbfiillv promised to repay it on de- 
mand But the said Richard inti ndi d to defraud Frances And 
hill had ask< d for the return of the mom y both bilore and 
alter her marriage with the said M liliam 
In aiisn er, Kn hard Py pe (-aid that Robert Liu ye, fathi r of the 
said Franees, vas m his lifetime indebted to the said Rii hard 
111 till sum of £181 4 0. and to a<i rtaiii ArnulfPelly - merchant 
of Antwerp m £106 9 4 And being thus indebted, the said 
Robert Liuyi dud intestate at Dexelyn [Dublin] m Ireland, 
and Cardinal Reginald I’ole, Archbishop of Canterbury, ap- 
pointed Frances adiiimisiralrix She then paid to the said 
Rieliard what was owing to the said Arniilf Pellcs, but not the 
money owing to him 

On M ednesday after the Octay e of St Hilary the jurors found 
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that William and Frances should be in mercy for a false claim, 
and that they should pay £3 to Richard for his costs 

xlii 

[J>b6, No\ ember 10 ( hanc Proc , her II 113/70/124] 
Vlilliam and Frances (lardntr, plaintiffs, against Richard 
Pipe, defendant 

Plaintiff blit Tlie\ sliovc that Edmond Wavte, at tlic n cjuest 
of Rob( rt Lute, bound himself tvilh Lute in 1600 to Richard 
Pipe by obligation dated 27 August 2 & ! I’li A M (1553) svith 
the t oudition, that uhereas Lutt di sire d Pipe 1 o taki up goods 
lor him in his absence up to the yaliie of 1500 loi jiiiipost s of 
trading, that Pipe should bt saved harmh ss from all .u tions by 
( rc ditors or executors Lui < paid smin £300 to Pj])( . and the n 
di< d iiitistati Administration u as eonimil 1 1 d to Liici 's evifc 
Kathi nne, uho accounted uitli Pipi , jiaying him lh< follow- 
ing sums flidii rt Lgl(«, £37 7 0. William Jaikin n, £16 J2 0, 
Thomas *L*rif[itli £1 1 0 0, Rnhard {'olnier, £21 0 1), goods al- 
taclnd m the hands of William Chelsliani, £5 1 1 0, goods se- 
qiicslen d in a house, £27 15 3 two cloths at Anlwi rj su'd for 
£211, cirtdin plate to the \alui of £20, of John Stvle for the 
1( asc ol 1 ,u< t’s dwelling house m bl Lawrtnc c Lam , £126 13 4 
[sum, £1 1 1 7 9], w-herewilh Pipe was fully jiaid for idl (0 bts dm 
from Lute Afterwards Ldinond Wavte dn dalso mtcstati md 
administration was comriiitted to Franc I ' om of the [ih inlilfs 
She asked Pipe to cancel the obligation, whnh he promised to 
do Later she married (-rardiuer INow Pipe has he gun an action 
of debt agamet them on the obligation, although he has been 
satisfied 

Ansupr of Hichurd Pijie bavs that upon very good will and 
hcarly love for Rohi rt Imcc, and at Ins laincst ricpKht, to 
save Luce’s credit, he agree d to take up and sell merehandisc 
to the value of £500, taking Luce's and Way te's bond for £600 
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to save him harmless Luce died in debt to him £181 9 6 His 
widow and administratrix Katherine accounted to him and 
Arnold Pelles (a merchant stranger and a great friend unto 
Luce), but on that accountmg she paid nothing at all, and im- 
mediately after died After her dc ath Pipe rect ived the follow- 
ing sums ou account Robert Egles, £20 7 6, William Jackman, 
£26 5 1, Thomas Griffith, £41, Richard Colmer, £20, for four 
cloths sold at Antwerp, £38 15 Flemish, certain plate to the 
value of £22 15, for the lease of Lure’s house, £126 13 4 [sum, 
reducing Flemish to Enghsli, £287 19 0] lie did not receive 
any other sums, although thi complainants “very unhonestly 
and as truly ’ have charged him with doing so Afterwards 
^ ay te, w ho w as executor or administrator of Katherine, died, 
and the administration of his estate was eornmittcd to Frances 
(now wife of the complainant Gardiner), “who in her widow- 
hood (onlerred with this defendant touching Ins satisfaction 
for the said debt, and upon account between them it fell out 
that this defendant was answered and allowed his due debt, 
though not m time appointed, for whieli and othcr’eauses the 
said obligation was aucl stood clearly forfeite d, at which time 
the said frames desired to ha\e a dischaige and declaration 
of and for the said payments and satisfaction, winch this de- 
fendant did not dent, and so thereupon lor her better speed 
in the spiritual court, sealed and delivered unto her such ac- 
quittance as she therein devised [’ desired] though it was not 
so in all parts as therein was mentioned After which the said 
France s took to husband the said William Gardiner, w'ho now 
of late V erv craftily , falsely, and as unconscionably thinking to 
win back again from this defendant the said sum of £287 19 0 
(which before came to his hands m consideration and satisfac- 
tion of his own due debt and the debt of the said Arnold Pelles 
taken up by exchange and ch'-bursed for the said Robert Luce, 
to his great cost, travel, and charges, and all yet not fuUy re- 
eompensed), commenced one action upon the case against this 
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defendant in the Queen’s Bench at Westminster declaring 
that the said defendant did . take upon him to paj unto the 
said Frances the sum of £287 19 0, whereunto the now defend- 
ant was (ompiUcd to answer, and the suit prottedid to issui 
and that is to sa-y, in Lent past in this eighth of the riign 
of the Queen's Majesty that now is, at the Assues holden at 
upon Thames before [Document torn Daunt nonnulla ] 

xliii 

[IIIT, Easter Chanc D( trees and Orders. ISSb/llQiZ ] 
Cards iierv Type “Forasmuch as it appearttli by the answf r 
of tin d< fi ndant made to the bill of the plaintill that he tori- 
i( ss( til liimsi H to base Ineii satishtd and answi n d upon at- 
toiint hets\ c( n tin said Fraum ys, one of tin jilaiutilfs, in hi r 
widowhood ol Ills dm di bt, although not in time appointed” 
and that In had lati r pul in suit at thi i oinnion law an obliga- 
tion of Ui aikiiowbdgid b\ Edmond Vtayte (sv hose adminis- 
tratrix t\|i^ said Frances was), and by oui Koln n Lui i . il was 
thin fore ordered that it the deb ndant did not show goodi aiiRt 
to the (oiitrary by Monday next, an injuintioii would be 
aw anil d against him for stay ol his smt at the (omiiion law 

Ibidpm mo Mitliaelmas 9i 10 Ehr (1567) 

A day giyin idl Friday next lor tin plaintilfs to show lause 
why the (auirt should inn jiroec d to give order in thr eaiisc 

IbtJi'tn, 3)9 27 iSoyemhir 1567 
Thf matter reb rred to arbitrators until theOelavi of Hilary 
If the default be in the plaintiffs then il is to be dismissed, and 
if in tin d( feiidant, h< should be proi i< ded agam“t 

xliv 

[1567, Easter Quern’s Bench KB 27/1222 261 ] 
London Richard Pype, ciliaen and lealhcrscller of Jaindon, 
produced a bill against William Gardener and Frances his wifi , 
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administratrix of the goods of Edmund Wayte, citizen and 
leatherseller of Loudon, in a plea that they owed him £600, 
saying that Edmund Wayti on 27 August 2 & 3 Ph & M 
by a bond acknowledgid himself hound to the said 
Kirhard Py pi in £600 to hi n paid on ihe feast of the Purifica- 
tion next following 'Vnd though he had often asked the said 
Edmund, Frances while a widow, and William and Frances 
after their marriage, thi \ had always refused to pay And now 
oil the Wednesday aftir the eighteenth of Easter, a deed was 
produii d, with terms as follows that Robert Luie “hath ear- 
ntsll\ riijuirid and de-ireiP' Richard Pype in his absence to 
take up for his use “as much ready money, goods, cloths, 
wan s, and im rchaiidist swliatsoi vt i* amounting to £500, “and 
the sami to buy, bargain harlii, utter, and sell or otherwise 
to employ in the fi at and (raih of im n handisi ’, to “ tin only 
use, and most conimodilt and profit of the same Roht rl Lui c”, 
and Ihe said Richard to be save d harmless 
William and Frances (,ardcncr said that Richard had made no 
money for Robert Fuel 

Till'll Richard Py pc said that hetwei n 27 August 1555 and the 
2 Fchruaiy following, uanic'lt on 24 December, at Lombard 
htriet, he had borrowed of William Chester, now knight, the 
sum of £130 (to be re jiaiel on 24 January ), w hie h he imme diatelv 
dihtercd to Francis Robinson of Loudon, menhaiit, one of 
the i reilitors of Robert Line To repay William Chester, the 
said Rirhard P\pc had had to borrow 1130 from George Bar- 
lord of London, leatherseller 
V da\ was given 

xlv 

[1560, Mil haelraas Queen’s Bench KR 27/1220,164] 
Surriv In Tnmtv term last, Humphrey Raker preidueed a 
hill against W illiam Gardener, alleging that on 22 February 
8 L1 i 7 (1565, 6), he was possessed of “a bedstead with a tester 
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of joined wainsrot and beech” north 20.'! , “a truss bedstead 
with pdlars turned of beech and nninseot^ n’ortli 20s , jiu oak. 
chtst nortli 10s , ivso oak tables nilb Ik (then liaines north 
20s , four joinl-'stools north 20s , \arious pillon*., ‘‘a t ophoard 
eaipct ol doriiiM” north Is < ti, , nlui li arlidis ot liiruilun 
came into Oardinirs hands, and he kn( n that lliev n< n 
Uakei's, hut lu nould not iituiii them And liirtlur that on 
20 February Cardeiii r sold tht in to some ju rsoii iiiikiion ii, lo 
Baku’s dama};e ol 110 

ISow on 18 lulv 9 I'lir (I'll*?) at Crojdoii, Siirr<\, tin pailies 
c.mi( and (jaifh tier plead* d not On d'hui s*l i-^ all* i tin 

Oil. lie of AIiehatlnKis tin jurors fonnil Wdliain Card* in r 
{»uillj Damag* s ass* ss* *1 at ill 12*1 

\hl 

[nOO, Miehadm.is (Jint n's Ileneli K II 27 1220 101 ] 
''iirres Tn F.ister I* rm. 7 Fh/ (I "lOl), V( illiani (.ard* in i. < ili- 
/en and hatlnrsdkr ol Jamdon (aim and pioibntd a loll 
against Ihouias l.odg* knight in a jih a th *1 In owid him 
1700 Alli'g*sd that on 20 Ajinl 7 Idi/ (1701) hs .i bond mail* 
111 tin parish of 'st Maiv Magdah n, lit rinonds* v , l.odg* a* - 
knonl* dg* d himself boo ml in the said f 700, hut all* n* ards did 
not pat INots on the < liiiesday alli r the Ol lat 1 ot Midiad- 
mas. the lioiid tvas ri ad, in svhidi tin s ml TIioii'.ik laidg*^ 
agrted to pa\ 100 marks within a iiitain Imie 
The s.ud Thomas l.odgi declari d that he had jiaid tin inoiitt' 
to William Oardeni r at his (1 honias s) ho isi in the parish ol 
bt Ih ter le I’oure in Breadstre* t W ard 
Ills* ontiouanee riiorded 

tth 11 

[1767 iinel 1768 Records of ih* Taathirsdhrs Compant ] 
Bardiner tsas fined and [lani it for < i rlain arrearag* s, and the 
Compant paid lOs for diarges in the law lor tin “loiilrovir- 
sn s ol William Cardem r ' 
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1567 The Wardens stated that they had not received of “Wil- 

liam Gardener for his benevolence iihich he granted to the 
building of the parlor, dOi ” He was in the hst of those “of the 
Livery that gave their benevolence to the building of the new 
parlor m anno doinirii 1367 £2” It was reported that there 

was also to be received of William Gardener, 40s 

1568 30s was received of Mr Gardener “in benevolence to 
the building of the parlor” 

xlvni 

[1567/8, February 1 Chanc I’roc Ser II C3/70y'77 ] 
William Gardiner, plaintiff, against Richard and Margaret 
Goodujn, and \nnc lluuifrev, widow, defendants 

Gardiner’s bill of comptainl Says that his late brother John 
Gardiner held in fee tail a messuage called “Batalyes", with 
all Its appurtenant es in the town and fields of Southwold, Suf- 
folk, and died seized of it Plaintiff as brother and next bin 
sajs 111 ought to have the properlv, but the di eds and evi- 
d< iioes hav e somehow got into the hands of the d icndants, 
who kei p them locked in a ehist, and liidd the proper!) from 
liiin 

xhv 

[1367/8, Hilary, 10 Eliz. Qucin s Bench KB 27/1225/301] 
London Wilham Gardener v Guthbert Beestoii, for £300 debt 
Mich 8/0 Ell/; (1566) Guthbert Becston was summoned to 
answer William Gardener in a plea that he owt d him £300 on 
a bond acknowledged 18 August 6 Eliz (1564) at Southwaik 
Guthbert said that before the making ol this bond there w as 
an indenture of the saim date between them, by which he 
(for £210 paid him by Gardener) sold to Milham Gardener all 
that house in which the said Wilham dwelt at the time, and 
two small tenements adjacent to it on both sides of door of the 
said house, in the tenure of the said William Gardener and 
Thomas P) gg Also seven other small tenements m Bennond- 
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sey Street, of which three were to the north of the door of the 
house aforesaid, occupied bj \^l^ham Thomas, Agnes Lee, and 
Adam Spencer, and four on the south ot the alorcsaid door, 
in the tenures of loan Thorpe, widow, Ellen Charter, mdou, 
Jouce Antonj, feltmaker, and Alexander hkynner, hrem r lie 
also sold all reversions, etc 

B> a lease dated 21 April 30 lien VIII (1330), Adam lleis- 
ton, citiren and girdler of Loudou, let to Richard Ahe oi bt 
Marv Magdalin, Bermondse)', tailor, pariil ol the alorisaid 
primisis for 40 years at an annual rent oi 24* Ilj a hasi ol 
20 October 1 & 2 Ph &M (1554), Culhhi rt Becston let anolhi r 
parcel to Rn hard by inpsoii, labour* r, for 2 1 y evrs at an annual 
rent of 12s By aiioth* r h ace, dated 20 Oi loher 2 3 I’h A M 

(1555) Ciithhert ht another partil to bimon Holmes, (ili/di 
and flothworkcr of Loudon, for 21 veais at a rent of i2s Bv 
anothei h aso dated 25 March 2 Eli/ (1560), Ciithhirl hi to 
illiam Gardener a pariil of the premises for 21 viars at an 
annual n nt ol £4 

All of wEf* h Ita&os (lUlbberl hand<d ovir lo lln dtftudant 
Vt iljiain at iht uj of the iiid( nlurc 

Plamtiir proltsttd that the small tonoiiKiil on Iht north sid( 
ol till door ol thi h(»usc in ^\hirh (Turdincr iiM‘d Mai in tin 
tenure of Thomas Cook, and not Thinua*' and that 

thin Mere no incumbrances on the alorisaid pr('rni''i‘‘, tht 
leases already recited ixi opted 

In reply William Gardiner said that (aiithhirt had fidfiMid 
none of the articles and af^rcenicatH in thi *>aid indenture, and 
that on 30 Siptimbcr 6 Khz (ISOt), Cuthhrrt had sold lo 
Wdham KdM'ardes the ti ni mi ni oi i ujm d by ilham P>gg<% 
and that Kd^ardcs had entered the ‘-arm 

On the Quindenc of Michaelmah it wa^ i onsidi red that W ilharn 
Gardener Mas in mercy, and that Culbberl IJeiftton hhoiild 
recover £10 from him 
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1 . 

[1567/8, Hilary Qiipcn\ Bondi K B 27/1225/295 ] 

On Friday after the Octave of Hilarv came William Gardener, 
g< ntlemari, as well for the Qiioi n as for himself, and produced 
a bill against Thomas Dili hi in a plea that contrart to the 
statute of 12 January 5 Ehz (1565) he had committed jierjury, 
and w as liahlo to a fine of £20 and if he had no goods to that 
vahii , he should he nailed hj tin ears to the pillory Alleged 
that ill TriniL\ term 8 Fli/ (1566) a certain Huniphri v Rahci 
jiroduiid a hill against tin said William Gardyiier iii a jika 
that W ilham had sold hi- goods [see No xlv ] And at Groy don 
on 18 luh 9 I'.liz (1567), before Tohii Soiithiott, the said 
Thomas Dm ke % oluntariK and falsi ly swore th it aftir 2.1 
I'ehruart 8 Fh/ (1566) he saw Hiiniphriy Baker s bed set up 
in William (,ard\nir’s house in the parish of St Mart Mag- 
dah 11 , B( rmondsi j , and a raattri ss of his hiiig on it whidi was 
hung used by the said W ilham 

At till Asri/is h( Id in Southwark 25 Fihruirt it was ion- 

t ' 

si(l( rrd that Thomas Duckt was ol and that lie 

fcihould forfeit i2(>, £1(1 of which «slnMild {io lo Uk and 

£10 to illiaiii OardMicr, lhal Im should .ilso lx imj)iison( d 
for MIX months, andifln (oiild not lu wastobi iiaikdlo 
the jnllor\ Ium tars 

li 

[1568, Michaelmas Quc< n’s Bench K B 27/1228^00 ] 
Surrey Continuation of tin suit against Tliomab J^ucke for 
perjury William Gardener ‘stattd that Thomas Durke would 
nut pa^ the £20 which he had forfeited h> his j)erjury, and 
that he ((»ard< nt r) w isIuhI to ast c rtam if the <aid Thomas had 
suflicient goods and chattels ^vorth £20 at boulhwark 
Thomas Omkt pleaded not guilty, saying that the twelve 
jurors had made false oaths at the trial 

M illiaiii Gardtner, as well as Thomas B\I1 and Rnhard Banys- 
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ter, two of the jurors, said that the twelve jurors were honest 
and law ful men 

A jury of 24 knights was impanelled to come on the Morrow 
of St Martin, hut they made default 

The jidrtips were given a day until the 16 October, on which 
day they came, and Thomas Ducke said that Richard Ode, 
one of the jurors of the first iiiijuest, was dead And all the 
jurors did not come 

A writ of exigent was dtlivered to the deputy sherilf dated 15 
ISovember this term 


In 

[1568-1369 Records of the Leathersellers’ Company ] 
William Gardiner served the ollltc of Rentor Warden 

llll 

[1 569 Surrey Musters, pr Surrey Record Soe , ii, 147 ] 
Surrey 1%)9, MaylS “The beiok of all s[ueh arm orj and wi a li- 
ons as haue beane Increased within the Suyil [lounty] 
The Hundreds of Rrixslom and W'ulhuglon 
[Itjarmescy strete 

William Cardener|‘'‘‘T'‘'"" 

Imurr j 


liv 

[1569 Close Roll, 11 Rh/ pt 17 C5t/H03 ] 

Thomas Kendall of London, gentleman, ai knowledges that 
he owes 200 marks to William Gardjner of the City of London, 
leatherscller But if the conditions in two jiairs of indentures 
of 21 December 11 Elia (1568) be performed, this recognis- 
ance IS to be void Dated 12 July 11 Eliz (1569) 

9 February 12 Eliz (1569/70) William Gardyner ai know- 
iedged himself satisfied 
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Iv. 

[1569. Close RoU, 11 Ehz pt 17 C54/803 ] 

Indenture made 20 November 11 Ebz (1568) between Mar- 
garet, widow of Edward Lord North and WiUiam Gardener, 
citizen and leatberseller of London, reciting that Sir Anthony 
Hungf rford enfeoffed Andrew Fraunces and the said Margaret, 
then his wife, with his manor of Wardelles, with woods called 
Oktficlds and a wood in Deptford, Kent, and Surrey, on 10 
May 2 Hen VIII (1540) Now the said Margaret, for £800, 
sold the same to the said Wilham Gardener 

Ivi 

[lS69,Easter Feet of Fines C P 25/Kcnt and Siirr E 11 Ehz ] 
Between Wilham Gardyner, gentleman, querent, and Margaret 
North, nidow, deforciant, of thi manor of Ml ardcUys ahat 
Wardallcs and 80 acres of land in Deptford, Kent, and 120 
acres of land in Deptford and in Peckham, Surrey, quitclaimed 
by Margaret for herself and her heirs to William anl his heirs 
for £640 

l\u 

[1570 Records of the Lcalhcrscllers’ Company ] 
William Gardiner served as one of the Auditors, and his signa- 
ture apjuars at the foot of the Account 

Iviii 

[1571 Close Roll, 13 Ehz pt 21 C51/858] 
Indenture made 25 July 13 Ehz (1571) between Wdham Gar- 
dyner, citizen and leathcrsellcr of London, son and heir of 
W'llham Gardvner, late of the Grange near Bermondsey, de- 
ceased, and Edmund Dardes of Northmjms, Herts . yeoman 
By this indenture, for £100, W'llham sold to Edmund all his 
messuages, tenements, etc , m Whelcham Grene, Northmyms, 
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betveen the highway called Hylies Lane on the east and an- 
other way leading agunst Bradmer on the west, ete [place 
names], and all the other hereditaments of the said lUiaiii in 
Northmyms “late the said Willyam Gard\ner his fathers" 

Itx, 

[1572 Close RoU, 14 Ehz pt 20 C51/887 ] 
Indenture made 19 June 14 Ehz (1572) hetwien 'Wdliain 
Chow lie, citizen and merchant tailor of London, and William 
Gardner, citizen and Icathcrseller of London By tins indi nt- 
ure, for £65 10s , the said Chowne sold to Gardner 1 1 tene- 
ments in Bermondsey Street in the parish of St Mary Mag- 
dalen 

be 

[1572 Feet of Fines CP 25/Surr M 14'I5ElizJ 
Between WiUiam Gardyncr, querent, and "Wilham Cliowm , de- 
forciant, 14 messuages, gardens, and orchards in the jiarisli 
of St Mary Magdalen, Bermondsey, qiiilelaiOied to William 
Gardyner and his heirs forever for 130 marks 

1x1 

[1572 and 1573 Court of Requests Proc Roq 2/73 tl j 
.John Philpot, complainant, against William Gardemr 1 1 .d , 
defendants 

Answer of Gardener He says that !iis father W lijiam Gardener 
in 1318 made his wdl and ordained him and his brothir Rnb- 
ard (sons of the said W'^dliam) his exeiutors, and aft» rwards 
died W'llham and Richard Gardener prosed the will and took 
execution of the estate Afterwards Ri< hard do d, and William 
Gardener was “sole possessed of the said rents and of th( n ■ 
sidue of the said Grange and demesne lands of Bermondsey by 
right and title of survivor ” 
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1 x 11 

[1573 Records of the Leathersellers’ Company ] 
William Gardiner waa one of the signatoriea of a Minute about 
an act respecting feasts and meetings for dinners 
According to an item which is crossed out, he was fined 40s 
“for words spoken” bj him 


Ixui 

[1573, Easter Common Pleas C P 40/1315/1108 ] 
London William Gardener, citizen and leathcrseller of Lon- 
don, plaintiff, by his attorney Henry Burr, against Thomas 
Spencer of Lincoln’s Inn, gentleman, late of Wisdcn. Salop, 
defendant, in a pica of debt for £10 on a bond dated 1 3 Decem- 
ber 9 Eliz 


Ixiv. 

[1573, Easter Common Pleas C P. 40/1315/l'’17 ] 

London William Gardyncr, citizen and leathcrscller of Lon- 
don, plaintiff, by bis attorney Ilcnrv Burr, agaim-l Ralph Hig- 
gons of Lincoln’s Inn, gentleman, late of Stafford, deft ndant, 
in a plea of debt for £10 on a bond dated 13 Deetnibcr 9 Eliz 


Ixv 

[1573, Trimtj Queen’s Bench K B 27/1246/233d ] 

In Easter term last W' illiam Gardener, citizen and leathcrscller 
of London, came and produced a bill against Ralph Walker, 
citizen and leatherseller of London, m a pica that he owed him 
£50 by a bond of 9 February 12 Ehz (1570) 

On the Friday after the Morrow of Trinity 15 Ehz (1573) it 
was considered that Ralph owed William £50 and £16 8 dam- 
ages 
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Ixvi. 

[1573 Court of Bequests Proc Req 2/36/33 ] 

Raffc Walker, plamtifF, against WilLam Gardyner, defendant 
Depo>>ition for plaintiff, 24 July 1573, of Thomas KendulJ of 
Milton a/ios Middleton, Kent, gentleman, aged 24 
He says that Walker oned Gardyner £50 on a bond made 
“about a sennight after or before Candlemas was threi yiars 
He well remembreth the same for that the said Gardyner 
owing unto this deponent £3 for a eertain eontract beforehand 
made touching the said sum of £50, and this deponent tommg 
unto him for the said £3, hearing and understanding that the 
said £50 w as paid, and did demand of him the said £3 according 
to hie promise and said, ‘Now that Master Walker hath paid you 
y our £50, 1 pra\ let roe hav< the £3 whii h y ou [owe] untome’, 
who then said, ‘I confess that Mr Walker hath paid me the 
said £50, and that I am thereof fully satisfied and paid, but I 
will not pay you your £3’, and then (Ins deponent departed 
And about half a year after, this deponent mei ting with the 
said G,ir(lynir in Southwerke demanded the said £3 again of 
the said Gardyner, who demed the same again, and then this 
d( pom nt asked him again if that he were not jmid his said £50 
of the said M alkcr, who said ‘Yes, I am fully satisfii d, eon- 
tenti d, and paid, but yet I have his bdl for the said £50 yet rt - 
inaiiiing in iny hands’, and this deponent asked him whi refore 
he did keep the said bill, being fully s ilisfied, i onti nted, and 
paid, and then the said Cardyn'T answered that in kuping of 
the said bill he had a meaning whiih this diponeiit should not 
know, and then this deponent departed ’’ 


lx\u 

[1373-1576 Records of the Leathersellers’ Company ] 

1573 Gardiner was assessed for provision ot com at 40s , and 
again at £3 
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1573/4 The following item is crossed out of the list of pay- 
ments “Paid in expenses at the agreement made between Mr. 
Gardener and Mr Wilhs, somma 6s ” 

1575 M'llliam Gardener signed a Minute of a Court held 10 
August 1575 concermng feasts and dinners, and also Minutes 
of two Courts h(Id 15 August 1575 concerning leases in rever- 
sion and loan money 

In this year Mr Gardener was one of the Auditors 
1575/6 The Company “received at the burial of Mistress Gar- 
dener the 1 of Januar\, somma 40s ” 


lx.viu 

[1576 Chancery Proe Jas I C2 Tas 1 Pl/18] 

Pratt V Lecdham et al Mentions Wilbam Gardiner, citiren 
and IcatherselU r, as a churchwarden of St Mar> Magdalen’s, 
Bermondsev, 18 Eh? (1576) 


Kix 

[1575/6 Patent Roll, 18 Ehz pt 13 C66/114<)/38, 39 ] 

A farm for M'lIIiam Gardyner, gentleman Recites Abbot 
Robert's grant (21 May 1534) to Ralph MVyne and Helen his 
wife of the farm of Bermondsey Grange for 60 years from 29 
September 1534 at an annual rent of £48. 

For a fine of £166 13 4 paid by Gardiner at the Receipt of the 
1‘jxchcquer, the Queen grants to him the reversion of the farm 
of Bermondsev Grange with all its appurtenances except all 
great trees, woods, underwoods, wards and marriages, miner- 
als and quarries, after the expirotiou of the aforesaid term of 
60 jears, for 21 years at an annual rent of £48, Gardmer and 
his assigns to keep scoured the ditch which stretches from the 
bridge of St Thomas a Waterings to ‘le Sluce’ on this side of 
Redcnth 
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Ixx. 

[1576 Common Picas Deeds Enrolled CP lO/Rasier 18 Eliz ] 
Surre) William Holstock, esq , grants to Vtilliam Gardener 
and lUiam Edwards lands and tenements m St Mary Mag- 
daE n, Bermondsey 

Ixxi 

[1576, Hdary Feet of Fmes C P 25/Surr H 18 EUz ] 
Surrey Between ^'dbam Gardiner and William Edwardes, 
qiierints, and IX illiam Holstoeke, esqinre, and Agni s Ins wife, 
dilorciants, of tw'o messuages, three gardens, and two or< hards 
in the parish of St Mary Magdalen, Bermondsey, quitclaimed 
hy the dclorciants for themsdves and the heirs of Agues to the 
querents and the heirs of W'llliam Gardiner for 100 marks 

Ixxii 

[1577 Court of Requests Proe Rcq 2/11/09] 

Thomas V Finch et al Two eh positions hy William Gardiner 
On 2 May^l577 his age is given as “42 years or tin reabouts”. 

Ixxiii 

[1577, Trinity Queens Bern h KB 20/212/Tnn , 1 Eli/ j 
England William Gardner craves sureties of the pi me against 
John btrangman and Eleanor his wife, Jamis Laugdall, and 
James ('ly fords, for fear of death, etc “Att vie burr r oi I 
mith ” 

England William Gardner craves sun tn s of the peaci igainst 
idward Lucas, Charles Shewtrsby, Robert Pakes, and John 
1 ussou, for fear of death, etc “Att vie Surr r net mii h” 

Kxiv 

[1577, Michaelmas Common Pleas CP 10/1350/775 ] 
London John Straiigman of Bermondsey, gentleman, was 
sued for a debt of £20 owing to Anne Blowite, widow, and was 
imprisoned in Michaelmas last past 
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The eaid John came before the Justices at their chamber m 
Fleet Street on 16 November, and the Mayor (Thomas Ram- 
sey) declared that the said John, 31 October 19 EL*. (1S77) 
had been taken by virtue of an original bill in a plea of debt 
of £100 at the suit of Edward Thruxton, and by virtue of 
which he was detained in prison And by virtue of another suit 
against him 14 November by William Gardyner, leather- 
seller, in a plea of trespass with damages of £100 
He was released and mainperned by Thomas Andrewes of 
Lincoln’s Inn and Edward Meggs of Grab’s Inn in £300 for him- 
self, and 200 marks for the others 

And if he did not pay his d(bt, £120 should be raised on his 
goods and chattels to the use of W'llliam Gardyner 

Ixxv 

[1577/8, Hilary Common Pleas CP 40/1354^1199] 
Surrey John Strangman of Bt riiiondsey, gentleman, was at- 
tached to answer William Gardenir for breaking his close at 
Bermondsey and taking 40 cartloads of hay worth £40 Henry 
Burr was Gardener's attorney A day gi\en 

Ixxvi 

[1577, 1578 Records of the LeatherscllcrB' Company ] 
1577 There was delivered to Mr Warden Gardner one key of 
the hanging lock 

1577-1578 W illiam Gardener was second W'arden, and as such 
joined in an assessment “for provision and setting forth 
soldiers” 

Ixxv II 

[1578, Michaelmas Common Pleas CP 40/1362/1088] 
London Wilham Gardyner, gentleman, by Henry Burr his at- 
torney, plaintiff, against Nicholas Lestrange of Lynn, Norfolk, 
knight, in a plea of debt for 200 marks, on a bond dated 6 May 
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19 Eliz (1577) Nicholas Lestrango said his son John sold to 
the said lUiam certain messuages in Blackman Street, South- 
wark A daj given 

Ixxvill, 

[1578/9, Hilary Feet of Fines C P 25/Siirr H 21 FJiz ] 
Between Christopher Gardener, querent, and M'llham Gar- 
dener, deforciant, of 18 acres of miadow and 10 acres of pas- 
ture in the parish of St Marj Magdalen, Bertnoiidscv, qiiit- 
(laimed hy William for himself and his hiirs to Christopher 
and his heirs for 100 marks 


Ixxiv 

[1579 Close Roll, 21 Fdiz C54yi058 ] 

Indenture dated 25 March 21 hliT (1579), whereby William 
Sti draaii of Barking, Essex, yeoman, for £000 m lls to William 
Gardiner of Bermondsey, Surrey , gentleman, b'l am s of “nii a- 
dow, pasture, marsh, or yvet ground" in Burking, ilia! is to 
say one fmreel (2f at res) of meadow or marsh called “the 
new-inni d ground another partti adjoining ealh d “llii four- 
teen aires ’, two ollur parcels containing together 20 aires, 
and one parcel of marsh of four acres Dud iiirolleil 9 May 

1579 

Ixxx 

1 1 >79, 14 April 

Dasent, Acts of the Privy Council, ]')P) ! 'tSO p xOl [ 
Westminster This day' one AAilham Gardimr was eallid in 
before their Ijordships upon a >'onipIaint made hy Vt'ilhaiii 
Stedman, that whereas ihcrc had been some ronimunication 
between them touching tlu buying md silhiig of u eirtaiii 
piece of land belonging to the said Stedman, and whi riof the 
said Gardinir had gotten assurance with soioe other clause > 
and conditions (as it was informed) than were meant and 
agreed on between them at the first, upon their Lordshijis’ 
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motion, the said Gardmcr was content (seemg he acknow- 
ledged to have as yet paid no money for the land) to release 
the said Stedman of his promise and bargain, and therefore 
would restore and eanoel such writings and assurances as he 
had of the said Stedman, upon condition that Stedman should 
pay unto him such costs and charges as he had [been] at for 
hiB learned eounstl and passing the books, the rating whereof 
was referred hy their Lordships to Mr Solicitor, and this done, 
Stedman should he wholly discharged of any encumbrances 
to he her* after made b\ the said Gardiner, and might seek 
the best bargain he could for the Belling (if he would) of his 
land to olh« rs 


Ixxxi 

[1579, Oclohtr 15 Patent Iloll, 21 Llia pt 11 C66/1185/18 ] 
A farm for William Gardyner, gentleman For a hue of £80, 
the Queen grants to William Gardmcr, gentleman, all those 
two pastures tailed ‘Bructtisnicrshc’ and ‘Bech field' and aU 
that pightel land containing one acre called ‘BrueUisincrshe’ 
adjoining the tyo pastures together in Kederith, Siirrej, be- 
tween the ‘Breche’ sometime of the Abbot and Covent late 
Monastery of Bermondsev, late m the tenure of William Golde 
and Agues his wife on the north part, and the water of Thames 
on the northeast, and ‘’Prestos marshe’ on the southeast, and 
the pasture of the same late Abbot and Consent called ‘Hors- 
leas’ and ‘Cowlcas’ on the northwest, also ‘Prestes mershc’, 
Iting next the fifteen acres (late ours) on the south, containing 
35 acres more or less, all in the parish of Rederith and late in 
the Knure of John Martjn, also that cottage and garden, the 
‘lad^e crofte’, and the pasture called 'the whdes’ in the parish 
of St Mary Magdalen, late in the tenure of Robert Hogan 
(all which premises were granted by Abbot Robert 21 May 
1514 to Ralph Wryne and Helen his wife for 60 years), to 
Wilham Gardyner from Michaelmas 1594 for 21 years at an 
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annual rent of £20, except royalties Gardiner and his assigns 
to keep III repair the Thames wall, the sliiiLC-hars and gates, 
and the pinfold there 


Ixxxii 

[1579 Cmldhull, Mayor’s Court Repertories ] 

14 August Mr Gardiner’s refusal to take tho shrievalty upon 
him This day Edwards of Southwark reported here to 
this court that Mr IX illiam Gardiner, leatherscller, now < leeted 
one of the sherilTs of the city of London and county of Middle- 
sex, who was sent for to come before my Lord Mayor and his 
brethren the Aldermen to take upon him the i xceution of this 
oflicc, sent him thi said Edwards to signify to my Lord Mayor 
and Alderiinn tliat he will not take upon him the exf cution 
thereof, hut will refer himself to this court for his Imi to be 
home and paid for his refusal (19/481 d ) Richard Pipe, Mayor 
27 August Rccognitancc of Mr (.atdiner Item Vl'ilUlmus 
Gardener Letlierscllcr ciuis London' reeognovit s_' ddiire Jo- 
hanni Mafilj e Camerano Ciuitatis priedictai CC" soluendas 
jur ynam rceognitioms sub conditione etc 
'I hi condition and so forth, that is if the said William Gar- 
diner do on the vigil or even of the feast of St Michiul the 
Archangel now next ensuing personally appear here m tins 
court ready to make answer unto all such things as aliall he 
objected against him, and do not depart the same without 
licence thereof That then, etc Or else etc (19'182d 1 Pipe, 
Mayor 

3 November Gardyncr and Sau-iderson At this Court it was 
ordered that Mr Gardirnr, lately elected sheriff of this city 
and county of Middlesex, and Saunderson, vintner, shall hi 
warned to appear at the next court here to he huldcu (20/2 ) 
Woodroffe, Mayor 

5 November Mr Gardyner, late elect shiriff Item, further 
day was given by this Court to Mr Gardiner, lately elected 
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shenfiF of this city, to be here again on Thursday next ensuing. 
And It was ordered that the act of Common Council, made and 
provided for the payment of the sum of £200 for the refusal 
of such persons as shall be elected sheriffs of the same city and 
county of Middlesex, shall in the meantime be considered of 
(20/5 ) Woodroffe, Mayor 

12 November Mr Cardyner Item Mr Gardiner, lately elected 
sheriff of this city and county of Middlesex, present here m 
this court, had furthtr day given him by the some to be here 
again upon Thursday next ensuing (20/9 ) Woodroffe, Mayor 
No date, hut just before 8 December Suit against Mr Gardy- 
ncr Item it is ordered that the learned counsel of this city 
shall join with William Dalby, gentleman, for the prosecuting 
of the suit against , Gardiner, leatherselier, latiiy elect one 
of the sheriffs of this city (20/20</) Woodroffe, Mayor 

Dceember Item Sir Roulande Heywood, Sir Leonell Duck- 
ett, Sir John Rivers, Sir Thomas Ramsey, knights, Mr Re- 
corder, and such of the learned counsel of this city as he shall 
think good, to wait upon my Lord Chief Justice touching the 
cause of Mr Gardinir, late elect one of the sheriffs of London 
and Middlesex, and Mr Chamberlain appointed to repair to 
the Lord Chief Justice and Mr Justice Southecote to entreat 
tlicir Lordships to appoint the time that they may trouble 
his Lordship therein (20/24d ) Woodroffe, Mayor 
17 December Mr Gardjner, lately elect sheriff At this court 
It was ordered that Sir Roulande Haywarde, Sir Leonell Duck- 
ilt. Sir John Rivers, and Sir Thomas Ramsey, knights, and 
Mr Recorder shall repair unto the Lord Chamberlain of the 
Queen’s Majesty’s Household to treat with his Lordship in the 
matter touching Mr Gardiner, lately elect one of the sheriffs of 
this citv and countj of Middlesex, for his fine due and payable 
to the use of the Commonalty of the same city, for that he 
demed to take upon him the execution of the same office 
(20/25 ) Woodroffe, Mayor. 
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17 December. Mr Gardyner Item Mr Gardiner, lately elected 
sberiiT of this city and county of Middlesex, who made request 
to be dispensed withal for hie fine in refusing the same oflicc, 
was by this court willed to be here the next rourt to be holdcn 
after the feast of the birth of our Lord God, then to be heard at 
full touching hi8 request, and to receixe the answer of the same 
court therein (20/25d ) Woodroffe, Mayor 

Ixxxiii 

[1579/80, Hilary Feet of Fines C P 25/Siirr II 22 Ehz ] 

Between ^ilham Gardner, querent, and M'llham Wa-yte and 
Joan his v ift, deforciants, of three messuages and gardens, and 
20 acres of pasture in the parishes of St Mary Magdalen, Ber- 
mondsey, and St George, Southwark, quitclaimed by William 
and Joan for them and the heirs of Wdliam to William Gard- 
ner and bis heirs for £220 


•. Ixxxiv 

[1580 Guildhall, Mayor’s Court Repcrtoriis ] 

21 January Item this day Mr William Gardiner, lenthi rsclli r, 
lately elected sheriff of this city and county of Middlt si x, per- 
sonally present in this court, did submit liimself to stand to 
the ordirs of the said court for the paymi nt of such fine as is 
due to the Commonality of this city in that he refused to t ake 
upon him the execution of the same oDiec (20/31 ) W oodroffe. 
Mayor 

28 January Item this day Mr Wyllyam Gardiner, leather 
seller, lately elected sheriff of this city and i ounty of Middle- 
sex, did submit himself to this court touching the payment of 
his fine for his refusal of the said office, whereupon it was by 
the same court ordcri d and decreed that the said John [su] 
Gardiner shall forthwith content and pay unto Mr Chamber- 
lain of this city the sum of 100 marks current money of Lng- 
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land, and the residue of his said fine of £200 was by the same 
court, at the request of the right honorable the Lord Chamber- 
lain of Her Majesty’s Household, clearly remitted, pardoned, 
and forgiven (20/34d ) Woodroffe, Mayor 
9 February Item at the further request of the letters of the 
right honorable the Lord Chamberlain of the Queen’s Majesty’s 
Household, it was ordered and decreed that the fine of Mr 
WJham Gardyner, leatherseller, lately elected sheriff of this 
city and county of Middlesex, for the year last past, shall be 
< learly remitted and pardoned unto the sum of £50, so as be do 
forthwith content and pay the said sum to the Chamberlain of 
this city to the use of the Commonalty of the same (20/37d ) 
Woodroffe, Mayor 

Ixxxv 

[1580, Feb 4 Ddeent, Acts of Pniy Council, J57!)-15'S0, 382 ] 
A Commission for 4 post horses for William Gardiner, gentle- 
man, sent into Ireland for Her Majesty’s service 

Ixxxv 1 

[1580, Feb 4 Chamber Accounts AO 1/383/18 ] 
Warrants To William Gardiner, gentleman, upon a warrant 
signed by Mr Sicretary Walsingham, dated at Whitehall the 
4th of February 1579 [1580], for carrying letters in post for 
Her Majesty’s affairs to the Lord Justice of Ireland, being in 
Munster, from the Court at Whitehall . £12 

Ixxxv II 

[1579 Brcvia Regia Petty Bag Office C202/1 ] 

Oath of a Justice of Peace 

Ye shall swear that as Justice of the Peace in the county of . 
in all articles in the Queen’s commission to you directed ye 
shall do equal right to the poor and to the rich after your cun- 
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nmg, wit, and power, and after the laws and customs of the 
realm and ptalutes thereof made, and ye shall not be of eonnsel 
with any person in anj quarrel hanging afore vou, and that 
hold \our Sessions after the form of statutes thereof made, and 
the issues, fines, and amerciaments which shall hapjien to lx 
made, and all forfeitures which shall fall before you yt shall truly 
cause to he entered without any concealment or einhc/rlmg 
and truly send them to the Queen’s Exihequir, ye hliall not 
let for gift or for other cause, hut well and truly ye shall do 
your office of justiie of the peace in that hi half, and that yi 
take nothing for your office of justice of the peace to be done 
but of the Queen and fees aicustomed and costs limited by the 
statute, and ye shall not direct or cause to be directed any 
w arrant by you to ho made to the parties, hut you shall direct 
them to the baihfFs of the said eounty, or other the Qiiein’s 
oflicers or ministers, or other indifferent persons to do CMiii- 
tion till reof, so God you help and by the contents of this book 


Ixxxviii 

[Temp Elizabeth LosefiyPark Loseley MS 092] 

An order to he taken for government of the Qin i n s Highness’ 
County of Surrey, wlierihy the same may he the hitler or- 
dered and ready to scr\e Her HiglmcBs 

Iirst, that there he dicision made of the said i ounty into 
eight or twelye parts, more or less, according to the quan'ity 
of the said shire And as to the justices of pen c and gentlemen 
of the same [which] shall seem most convenient for the good 
stay and qiuet thereof 

Item that in every of those divisions so agreed ujion, the jus- 
tices of peace and such other honest gentlemen inliahitiug 
within the same as be of sober behaviour and well given to hve 
according to the laws that be appointed, to see vagabonds, 
spreaders of false rumours, and other disordered persons pun- 
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isbed and the people kept in due obedience and quiet, accord- 
ing to the Ians 

Item that the said justices of peace and gentlemen within 
every division shall cause the constable of every hundred or 
such other honest and grave men within their precinct to re- 
pair to the parishes within the same hundred, and to take the 
names of all the able men in every of the said parishes what 
armour there is for their furniture, what number of horsemen, 
how many bills, bows, pikes, and other weapons, and so of the 
whole to make a perfect book 

Item the said justices of peace and gentlemen in every divi- 
sion shall eauai the head men of every parish within their cir- 
cuits to have all the said able men with their armour, weapons, 
and horses in a readiness to serve upon an hour’s warning 
under such captains and m such sort as shall be by us or by the 
justices of peace and gentlemen appointed unto them 
Item if any disorder or open force shall happen to he stived 
[i e stewed] in an) of the said divisions, the said justices and 
genth men shall with all diligence labour to quiet t, resist the 
same as the case shall require, and il they shall find themselves 
o’erweak to rt press the said disorder or stive [i e stew], they 
shall m that case desire the aid of the justices and gentlemen 
of the divisions next adjoining unto them, who shall assist 
them to the best of their powers for that purpose 
Item the said justices and gentlemen shall within every of the 
said divisions cause the divine service to be set forth and duly 
kept as much as in them licth, and to see that the people obe- 
diently come to the same, wherein they shall, if need reqmre, 
call for the help of the ordinary 

Item that all particular faults or disorders which cannot well 
be reformed by the justices and gentlemen in every particular 
division shall be brought to a greater number of the j ustices of 
the said shire, and by them ordered and redressed according to 
the order of the laws 


176 



GARDINER DOCUMENTS 


Item that the justice of assize in the circuit may be well at- 
tended upon by some of the justices of eiery division, and by 
them all faults not reformed to be presented and punished ac- 
cording to the lav 

Item the said justices and gentlemen shall give order for the 
watches to be substantially kept throughout their circuit, and 
the same to be of honest sort of men and in a good and sub- 
stantial number 

Fiiiallv the said justices and gentlemen within every diy-ision 
shall, m dll otli( r things that by their dist retions may any wise 
s(rv( for tht furtheranet of the Queen’s service and the good 
and quiet stay of that shire, take su<h further order and direc- 
tion as by their wisdoms shall seem most ctpedient, and i sptci- 
allv that good and subslanti.il regard he had unto the- punish- 
iiic nt of such as shallspread abroadfalscandacditiousrumours, 
according to our proclamation set forth for that purjiosc 
amongst whom those that shall by any means publish ortalk ol 
any prophecy atccUu fly tube searchedforandBharpI''pum6hed, 
ibf ir bookstnnd prophet ns sought out and burnt, and the people 
by <illw ays and means dissuaded from meddling with such ways 
and seditious fantasies 


Ixxxix 

[1180 A sizes 33/22, file 2 ] 

Three signatures of WiUiam Gardiner subscribed to recogiiiz- 
ancts acknowledged before him as justice of peaei in burriy 

xc 

[1380, Trinity Feet of Fines C P 23/Surr T 22 Eliz j 
Between "Wilham Gardiner, esquire, querent, and Lewis Davye 
and Anne his wife and Henry Worthington, deforciants, of 8 
messuages, 2 gardens, 2 orchards, and 4 acres of meadow in 
the parish of St Mary Magdalen, Bermondsey, quitclaimed by 
177 N 



SHAKESPEARE VERSUS SHALLOW 


the deforctants for themselves and the heirs of Anne to Wilbam 
Gardiner and his heirs for £100 

xci 

[1580, June 23 Close Roll, 22 Eliz C54/1082 ] 

Wilham Gardiner of Bermondsey, Surrey, esquire, for £700 
sells to Roger Wilcox, citizen and clothworker of London, the 
62 acres in Barking, Essex, which he bought the year before 
from William Stedman, free of all encumbrances except a lease 
of the prop! rty made by Gardiner to Stedman, 26 March 1579, 
for 21 years at the yearly rent of £40 Deed enrolled 8 July 
1580 

XCll 

[1580, Michaelmas Feci of Fines CP. 25/Surr M 22/23 Eliz ] 
Between William Gardyner, esquire, querent, and Richard 
Sheparde, deforciant, of 12 acres of meadow in Rcderith, quit- 
claimed by Richard for himself and bis heirs to Wilham and 
his heirs for £80 

ft 

XCllI 

[1580, November 8 Guildhall, Remembrancia i, 160 ] 

Our duly humbly done to your Lordshi}) Where Mr Gardner, 
your Lordship's servant and a citizen of this city, whom Cod 
hath blessed with wealth and other good gifts, was by the free 
election of the commons of this city, to whom it belougcth ac- 
cording to our charter, orderly chosen to be shenlT of this city, 
in which place he ought to have served her Majesty, notwith- 
standing hiB dwdhng out of the liberties in which case very 
many dw elhng in other places, yea and in far distant cities and 
towns of this realm have heretofore been chosen, as Jobson of 
Hull and other, and have either served or excused themselves 
With the usual fanes upon the refusal, Mr Gardner remaining 
to take the advantage of the law in that case pru\ ided, that is, 
w’lth paying the fine hmited by act of Common Council to be 
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diecharged rather than to serve the oflice, did pretend his neces- 
sary attendance in yourLordship^s service and other c auses, and 
80 refused the odicet whereby the said fine was and is due to 
the Chamber and Commonalty of this city, and not to us the 
Mayor and Aldermen, neverthelesa Mr Gardner afterward 
used y our Lordship's favourable goodness in n quest to the then 
Lord Ma\or and the rest of us for moderation of his said bn* , 
whoreunto we had such humble and loving regard as lor y our 
t state became us and your goodness toward us hath deserved, 
and for your Lordship’s sake we remitted unto hjni £150, and 
abated his fine to fifty pounds only, whenun we I)es( ( c h your 
Lordbhip to remember that for precedent's sak» mort we ( ould 
not do for him, and in that w huh wc have done (the fine being 
not ours but the Commonalty ’s), wc ean hariJIy dcAnd ilu 
favour shewed him if il should be known to ihi boiK of the 
citv, hut we should be enforced cither to pay it oursilvcs or to 
btar gr( atcr blame than wc gladly w'ould or tan with our good 
reputation r'iowMr Gardner, being calk d upon for this small 
sum of iSC^doth not only not acknowledge the favour hluw'< d 
him for your sake, but also refuselh to oht v < ur onlt r lJu n lU, 
whuh we promised your Lordship that it should b« (u^d so wi 
have performed) such as your Lordship should lijvi cau^e to 
like of Because w'c arc loath to take our reniedy by law against 
him (b( ing your servant; without first making you pn - \ of lh( 
case, we pray your Lordship to take our doing in good part, 
and command him quidlv to take bentfil of our said abule* 
menl of fiis fine and to pay the said sum of £50, that we be not 
for precedent and for our discharge towards the Commons 
enforced to seek what we ought and may by law, which, b« mg 
once disclosed, cannot he less than thi whoh sum of £200 un 
less the Common Council discharge him, which we wish liim 
for his own sake not to essay, and put all m peril And so we 
leave to trouble your Lordship At London this 8^^^ of Nov- 
ember 1580 Your Lordship’s to command 
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xciv. 

[1580, November 8 

Guildhall, Mayor's Court Repertories, 20/139 ] 

Item this day the matter depending in question in the utter 
coiiit betwixt Gardner, leatherseller, and Richard Reynolds, 
draper, is referred to the hearing and examination of Mr 
William Danycll and Mr James Dalton, esquires, and they to 
end the same if they can before Monday next, or else the said 
tause to proceed to trial Braunchc, Major 


xev 

[1580/1, Hilary Common Pleas CP 40/1383/1119d ] 

London Record that in Trinity term, 21 Eliz (1579), Wdham 
Gardyner. gentleman, was to recover a debt of 200 marLs and 
£5 10 8 damages from Nicholas Le Strange of Lynn, Norfolk, 
knight, since which time the said Nicholas had died 
In Hilary term 23 Elir (1580/1), the said William by Henry 
Burr hiB attorney, asked that John Lestrange. esquire, and 
Katherine Lestrange, widow, executors of Nicholas, should 
pay the debt 

On the Octa\ e of the Purification John and Katherine did not 
come And it was considered that Vi illiam should have exe- 
cution against them from the goods of the said Nicholas 


XCVI 

[1581, Michaelmas Feet of Fines CP 25/Surr M 23/4 ELz ] 
Betwetn Wdham Gardyner, esquire, querent, and Wilham 
Letdes and Agnes his wife, deforciants, of 2 messuages, 2 tofts, 
and 2 gardens in the parish of St Olave, [Southwark], quit- 
claimed by the deforciants for themselves and the heirs of 
Agnes to the said Wdham Gardyner and his heirs for £80 
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xcvii. 

[1581, November 27 Close Roll, 21 Eliz C51/lJ4t] 
Titus Norris of rvorwich, glover, acknowledged tlnit be owed 
William Card) nor of the |>an6h of St Mary Magdalen, Rcr- 
moiidsev’, Surrey, esquire, £300, but if £112 wire paid to 
Vi lUiain Gardjner at his bouse in Bermondsey on 25 Man li 
nevt, then this recognizance to be void Dated 27 Noveiiihir 
2112./ (1581) 

()n 27 May 21 Lli/ (1582) William Gaidvner raim into the 
Chancery and acknowledged himself salisfii d 


■ycviu 

[1 581/2, Hilary Quoin’s Biiuh KB 27/ 1281), '780 J 
Siiney M illiam Gardiner against John follisforih Biiitis 
that Thomas Holcrofte, < squire, on 17 May 21 Idi/ (1570), 
di mised to Henry Megnvs n/ms Rope, < itizi n and goldsmith of 
Loudon, a house lying m W ater Lane, All Saint Barking, for 
41 years, eli Gardiner claims an intcrist of £300 in it 

XCIX 

[1581/2, January 23 Chanc Proi , S. r II C3/22(1/75 [ 
Thomas Waadt of Gray’s Inn, giullem.rn, plaintilf, against 
M illiam Gardener 

If aade'i Hill of Complaint Alleges that one Hi nry Meki- iiliont 
two vears past was possessed ef a tcuemiiit and garden for 
term of y ears in the parish of All Hallows [^'Barking] Thi said 
Ml kis hecame indebted to John Cottesford of London in thi 
sum of £355 Not bung able to pay tin mom v due on the day 
appointed, the property, as security, was forfiit to thi said 
Cottesford Mekis appealed to thi Karl of Siissi x, who olfi ri il 
to ridtem the tenement and garden for him until the following 
Candlemas, so that Mekis could sell it to his greater advantage. 
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This the said Earl did by means of William Gardener of South- 
wark, gentleman Gardener caused the said Mekis to enter into 
a bond of £300 with the plaintiflf, with condition that the 
said Mekis, by February 2 ensuing, should leave his said house, 
and give Gardener possession thereof, and within the next 
three years make further assurance thereof to the said Gar- 
dener 

Mekis did not sell the house and garden by the date named, 
but asked if he might stay there till 25 March ensuing to sec 
if he could conclude the sale, to which Gardener pretended to 
agree “most wdlingly” But Mekis could not conclude the sale, 
“the rather through the means of some lewd disposed persons 
disc rediting the same, and the title thereof amongst whom 
the said Gardener himself hath given good eause to be sus- 
pctled for one, as by his subtle dealing before and sinister 
practices after may probably appear” 

Some days after March 25, Gardener persuaded the plaintiff 
and induced liis father [Mekis] to leave the house, promising to 
help him in evert way, “intending (as bv speech proi ceding 
from him appeared) to wrangle with the said Cottesford for as 
much of the said household stuff as was sold to him” And 
Gardener, knowing that the plaintiff was hound to give the 
household stuff to Cottesford, “took your orator aside into an 
entry of the said tenement, and the n with friendly speeches 
told him that he was sorry that he had entered so far” 
[document faded] “as subtle and ill-meaning heads are al- 
ways suspicious”. Gardener put a friend or servant of his into 
the said house to see that nothing was taken awaj, so that 
Mekis's daughter, wishing “to hate out of the said house a 
chest of her own with her apparel and other own goods being 
therein contained he [Gardener] behaved himself with such 
insolency wherebj he gave not onlj great grief and corresy to 
the maid and the said Henry her father, but thereby brought, 
ns your orator is credibly informed, tears even from his said 
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servant or fnend wbom he set as a watchman in the said 
house” 

A chapman offered to take the house for £30 a year, but Gar- 
dener would not allow It, and continued in possession, “where- 
by he might the better with a show of honesty colour such lewd 
and unchristian devices as he meant to bring to pass and afler- 
wards hath put in practice, whereupon your orator, having 
cause to suspect his dealing, and withal counselled by divers 
fri( nds that had heard of and knew the disposition of the said 
Gardener,” had to deliver the fee simple to Gardener, and pay 
him £50, and Cottesford had to assure him the goods 
Gardener also commenced a suit in the Quern’s Bench against 
the plaintiff for recovery of the bond of £300, “of his cov'clolis 
humour and unc hnsliamty” For the “repressing of so foul aud 
unihrihtian an enterprise”, the jdainliff asks for a ivrit of 
6ub|iena to be directed to the said William Gardener 

c 

[1381,2, fWary Chanc Entry Books of Decrees and Orders, 
A1581,f 225, and B1381, f 2’3dJ 
W ade against Gardyncr Ordered, that if the defenuact did 
not answer bv the following Friday, or show cause to the con- 
trary, Ins further proceedings at the common law should he 
stayed until he should have directly answered the material 
points of the plaintiff s bill 


Cl 

[1581, '2, Hilary Feet of Fines CP 25/Surr H 24 Flic; ] 
Between Wilhara Gardener, esquire, querent, and Anthoncy 
Leper, John Leper and Lucy his wife, Kobi rt Warde and len- 
ette his wife, and Katherine Baylyc, deforciants, of 20 mes 
suages, < ottages, tofts, and gardens, and 4 acres of land in the 
parish of St George, Southwark, quitclaimed to William and 
his heirs for £160. 
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cu 

[1581/2, March 1 Guildhall, Mayor’s Court Repertories, 
20/297<f ] 

Item it was ordered that the suit shall he forthwith prosecuted 
by WiUiam Dalbye, one of the attorneys in the utter court, 
against William Gardyner, leatherseller, lately elect one of 
sheriffs of this (ity and county of Middlesex, for not taking 
upon him the execution of the same room and office accord- 
ingly Harvey, Mayor 


cm 

[1582, Jul^ 31 Mayor’s Court Reps 20/352 ] 
Camerarius et Mr Dalhyc Item it is ordered that Mr Cham- 
berlain of this city shall disburse and pa\ unto William Dalbye, 
one of the attorneys in the utter court, the sum of 10s for 
charges at the suit commenced in the said court against Mr 
William Gardyner, leatherseller, for not taking upon him the 
execution of the oflicc of shrievalty of the city of London and 
county of Middlesex Harvey, Mayor 

CIV 

[1582, July 31 J5id, 352d] 

Gardner of Southu ark, £50 for £200 Item whereas Mr William 
Gardner, leathi rseller, of late elect one of the sheriffs of this 
city and county of Middlesex should satisfy and pay unto Mr 
Chamberlain of this city to the use of the Commonalty of the 
same the sura of £200 for not taking upon him the execution 
of the same office accordingly, all which fine but only the sum 
of fifty pounds hath at the request of the right honorable the 
Earl of Sussex and Chamberlain of Her Ma]esty'’s Household 
been before remitted and forgiven him, it is therefore ordered 
and decreed by this court that if the said Wdliam Gardyner 
do forthiv ith satisfy and pay the same sum of fifty pounds to 
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Mr Chamberlain of this city to the use aforesaid, that then 
the rest of the same fine shall be clearly remitted and forpn en 
unto him, hereupon thesaid Mr Cardj iicr did satisfy and pay 
the same sum of EIO to the said Mr Cliamberluiii of this i iiv, 
yylu reof he aikiiowlt dgetli himself fully satisfied and paid, and 
thcreyyith chargeth himself Harvey, Mayor 

ev 

[ri!!2. Sept Close Roll, 24 Lliz ( ''il./ini) ] 

Samuel Thomas, in part of the perforniami of an iiidinture 
dated 28 S< ptember 24 Wiz betwiiii him and 'I'lioinas |reefc 
illiarnj (rardy iier of Southyvark, Sum y, t sipun , madi ovi r 
to the said William all that yyati r null ealh d St lohri’s Mill, 
111 \t 'Ilorsi Iv Doyyiit’, and ‘llarpe la yi s' and ( rosst fayis’, 
in the parish of St (Have, Southwark 

evi 

[1582, iune Star Chamber Proc , Eliz St (Ti 5/S51,2J 
John Stepkin, complainant, against M'llliaii Gardiner, di ft tid- 
ant 

Stepkin's Bill of Complaint 

To the Quien'h most exidlmt Majisly 
In most humble and oliedicnl wisi eomjilairiing showe ill iiiilo 
your most excilicnt Highness yemr Maji sly’s faithful irn! obe- 
dient subject Jhon Stepkyn of St ’Mary Malfi loii aba Viliiti- 
chapcl in your Majesty's < ount; ofMiddlisix gi nth man, 1 hat 
whereas your Majesty’s said subjeet was and is si ired of a law- 
ful estate of inheritanci of and in divers lands, tcneini nls, and 
hereditaments in St Mary Malfeloii alias Whiteihajiel afore - 
saiel and in St Botolph without Aldgate and in Stepni y in the 
county of Muld , out of the whie h, or for or in ri spe 1 1 of whn h 
said lands, tenements, and hcreditame nls thi n is yearly for a 
certain space due and answerable to your Highness the yi arly 
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rent or 8um of £129 6 8 or thereabouts, and whereas your 
Majesty’s said subject m respect of his living and otherwise 
might heretofore have been greatly to his preferment advanced 
m marriage and might have received in marriage sundry times 
heretofore great sums of money and other considerations by 
means whereof your Majesty’s said subject might have been 
well able to have discharged and paid to your Highness such 
sums of money as your Majesty would have accepted in dis- 
charge of the said yearly rent or sum of £129 6 8 so payable as 
IS aforesaid for or in respect of or out of the said lands, tene- 
ments, and hereditaments, or otherwise have purchased or pro- 
cured to himself things of great yearly value for his better 
maintenance and stay of living. But so it is, if it may please 
your Highness, that one William Gardyner of Bermondsey m 
your Highness’ county of Surrey, gentleman, a man inchned 
to strange opinions, and using hard and strait deahng to- 
wards some of vour Majesty’s subjects, perceiving that your 
Highness" said subject did seek to prefer himself in marriage in 
some honest stock, therebv to procure to himself iriendship, 
aid, and furtherance in his just causes by alliance in marriage, 
but also some reasonable portion and stock for the increase of 
his living or towards the discharge of the said yearly rent or 
sum of money so (as is aforesaid) due and answerable to your 
Majesty for or in respect of or out of the premises, did very 
craftily and subtly undermme your Majesty's said subject 
to understand the estate of the living of your Majesty s said 
subject, and into nhat speeches of marriage he had entered 
into with others, whereof when he had had certain mtelhgence, 
he dissuaded your Majesty’s said subject from taking any other 
course for the adv ancement of himself in marriage than such 
as he the said William Gardyner would direct him unto, and 
so professed and show ed outwardly by fair words and promises 
that he greatly tendered the estate of your Majesty’s said sub- 
ject, and took great care of him for his advancement m mar- 
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nage, as that through his vehement persuasions your Majesty’s 
said subject was contented to rest and stay himself wholly 
upon the said William Gardyner and his travail m that btholf, 
and the rather to increase and settle in your Majesty’s said 
suhjcit an opinion that he the said WyUiam Gardyner would 
deal faithfully and profitably for and in the behalf of jour 
Majesty’s said subject in those causes, he offered unto your 
Highness’ said subject one Katheryne Gardyner, his daughter, 
in marriage, promising that if your Majesty’s said suhjeit 
would take htr to wife, he the said William Gardyner would 
not onij discharge your Majesty’s said subject and the mother 
of jour Highness’ said subject, and all the lands and tenements 
of your Higliniss’ said subject, of and for the said yearly rent 
or payment and all such sums of iiioiiev and rharges where- 
w 1 ill the said lands and tenements stood charged to your High- 
iKss, or which were any way answirable or payable to your 
Majesty for or in respect of the sami , but also would grant to 
jour Highness’ said subject and to the said KatL> ryn an yearly 
rent rhar^e of fifty pounds by the jear out of the manor of 
M ardalls in the parish of Deptford in the county of Kent, and 
out of the lands and tenements belonging to the same manor 
for and during the life of Aljie Stepkjn, mother of your Ma- 
jesty’s said sulijeet, if y our Highnc ss’ said suhjtctand the said 
Kallieryn should so long liM , in su< h sort as that il tlu same 
y early rent of fifty pounds so to be granted or any part thereof 
should be behind or unpaid, that the n -our Majr sty’s s iid sub- 
jet t and the said Katheryn should and might lawfully distrain 
in the said manor and in all the lands and leneincnts of the said 
M ilbam Gardjner belonging to the same manor in Deptford 
aforesaid, and also that he would paj unto jour Majesty’s said 
subjttt the sum of £200 of lawful English money in further 
considf ration of the said marriage and also would pay and 
disburse to and for j'our Highness’ said subject divers other 
sums of money for his benefit and profit, upon which offer so 
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made, your Highneas’ said subject not then perceiving the 
fraudulent and indirect practice wherewith the said Wilham 
Gardjncr souglit by that means to entrap your Majesty’s said 
subject, but thinking that he the said William Cardjner had 
meant as faithfiillj therein as h< professed, and the rather be- 
i ausi it seemed to tend to the knitting of a hnk of amity bc- 
tneen him and your Maji sty’s said subject by such alliance as 
h< sought to pro< ure, did the more give e redit to the fair words 
anti promises of the said William Gardvner, whereas m very 
truth till said M illiam Card) ner, as hj the hi quel of the matter 
niav appear, did irnan nothing «lse hut fraud towards vciur 
lligliiiihs said subject, and to beguile and di i eivc him in those 
thingh nheriin hoth honcstv and fatherly love should have 
iirgi d liiiri (o have doiu and d< alt plainly, vta, your Highness’ 
said suhjeet did repose so great trust and confidence in him 
that nhiriHs jour Majistv’s naid subject dealt uith learned 
eouuscl for the setting down anel linithing m writing of sue h 
agreements and eonelusions as w» re had Letwei n him and your 
High til ss’ said subject for such assurani i s as were to pass lon- 
c( riling the said marriage, he the saiel Wilham Gareljne r uttcrlj 
dihsiiuding \our Majesty’s said subje cl to use any other counsel 
or advice therein, your Majesty’s said subject was by him the 
said William led, persuaded, and eaused to relinejuish the ad- 
vire of all others and to put him the said \KiIhani Gardyner 
onh in trust about thcsaid rauseand assuranre so that thesaid 
M illiam Gardvuer had Itis own will and used his own ways in 
all things ( einceniing the said marriage and touching the assui’ 
amis above specified, and caused your Majesty's said subject 
to grant an vearlv rent of £100 out of hi9 lands for the behoof 
of the sail! Katheryii after the decease of tht mother of your 
llighne ss said subject, which reut j’our Higlmess’ said subject 
granted and also took the said Katheryn to wife, upon hope 
aiul trust that he the said W ilhani Gardj ner had dealt plainly 
with him, and that he would have performcdhis promises made 
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to your Majesty's said subject, and that he would not so injuri- 
ously have deceived him, but the said William Gardyner, to 
make some show of performance of the said grant of the said 
promised yearly rent of fifty pounds, made a deed to your 
Highness’ said subject and to the said Katheryn of the grant 
of one yearly rent of fifty pounds out of the said manor of 
Wardalls and out of the lands and tenements in Deptford afore- 
said thereto belonging, notwithstanding he the said William 
Gardyner, to defraud and deceive •your Majesty’s said subject 
of the said yearly rent of fifty pounds, and to the intent that 
no distress should be lawfully taken or had in the said manor 
or in any part of the lands and Unenients of the said William 
Gardyner m Deptford aforesaid for any arrearages of the said 
yearly rent, he the said William Gardyner did before the grant- 
ing of the said yearly rent of fifty pounds make and lonvey 
sundry seeret leases and estates of the said manor and of othir 
the said lands and tenements which should have beiii charged 
with ihesaidyearlv rent untocertain jiersons, yea and alsosincc 
the said gtant of the said yearly rent of fifty jiounds to your 
Majesty’s said subject made, the said William Gardyner hath 
made a lease by deed of the said manor or of a part thereof 
unto certain persons for the term of divers years yet to come, 
and hath antedated the same deed with siirh a date us though 
the same deed had been made before the grant of the said 
yearly r< nt of fifty pounds to your Majesty’s said subject madi , 
to the intent that when your Majesty’s said subjei t should dis- 
train and avow for the said yearly rent in such lands and tene- 
ments as are so demised, then the same deed so antedated 
might he showed forth and given in evidence at the common 
law against your Highness’ said subject as a deed made hi fori 
the grant of the said rent, to exclude him from the said rent 
and the arrearages thereof, contrary to right and equity, and 
manifestly against the laws of this your Highness’ realm, and 
also the said William Gardyner, now that be hath married his 
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said daughter to your Majesty's said subject, hath refused and 
yet doth refuse to discharge your Highness' said subject and 
hiB mother and the said lands and tenements of \ our Majesty's 
said subject of and from the said yearly rent or payment of 
£159 6 8 [sic] or of such charges and payments as are answer- 
able, due, or payable for or in respect of the said lands and 
tenements of your Majesty’s said subject unto your Highness 
(as 18 aforesaid), and hath refused and yet doth refuse to pay 
to your Majesty’s said subject 200 marks, parcel of the said 
sum of £200 which ho (as is aforesaid) promised to your Ma- 
jesty’s said subject in further consideration of his marriage with 
the said Kather} n, and hath n fused and doth refus( to pa^ to 
your Majesty’s said subject the arrearages of the said n nt of 
lift) pounds or to give unto your Majt^^tyV caid subjetl am 
t onsidt ration or reiompense for suih things as he (a^ is aiorc- 
said) promised to )our Highness’ said sulijcct which he hath 
not performed, but boasteth and gnatly glonelb in that he 
hath so di frauded and de<cived your Maji said subject in 
mat( hing his said daughter with the said your High itfes’ sub- 
ject by such fraud, deceit, and evil dealing as he the said Vt il* 
Iiam Gardiner (as is aforesaid) prat list d against > our Majost\ 's 
said subjett In consideration whereof, and to the intint that 
such iraud. deteit, and evil dealing aboM specified may not re- 
main unpunishtd nor such like offenders entouragid to (om- 
niit such ungodly prat tires, may it therefore plea*?! )our High- 
ness of your accustomed clemency to grant to your Highness’ 
said subject your Majt sty's must gracious writ of Subpena to 
be diretted to the said ^lUiam Gardyner, commanding him 
thereby at a certain day and under a certain pain therein to be 
limiti d, to appear befort your Majesty’s Council m the High 
Court of Star Chamber, then and there to answer to the pre- 
mises and further to stand to and abide such further order 
therein as to your Majesty’s said Council shall setm meet and 
convenient, and your Majesty’s said subject shall daily pray 
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for your Majesty’s most happy and prosperous reign long to 
continue 

Lewys Rcade 

Gardiner's Answer Sworn 21 June 1582 

The answer of William Gardner defendant to the 
Bill of Complaint of John Stipkin Complainant 
The said defendant saith that the said bill of complaint 
against him in this honorable Court exhibited is uncertain and 
insufficient and only forged and set forth by the said complain- 
ant against this defendant to the intent to vex and molest him 
without any just matter or cause reasonable, the advantages 
of dll exreptions to the insufficiency of the said bill now and at 
all times hercafti r to this defendant saved, thi said defendant 
for answer sdith that true it is that the said eomplainnnt is 
Ecizid of and in divers lands, tenements, and hereditaments in 
the said several parishes of St Mary Matfclon alias W'hitc- 
chapcl and in St Butulph wilhoiit Aldgate and Sicpni y in the 
said county of Middlesex, whiih are extended and chargeable 
to pay iin^) your Majesty for divers years yet enduring the 
sum of £129 6 8 (to the full value of the land, as this defendant 
thinheth) And this ddciidant doth not know nor ever heard 
that the livelihood of this complainant was or is siiih that 
then by hi might have procured any great marriage, or pur- 
chased to himsilf (his and the charges to your Majesty de- 
frayed) things of any value as m the bill with frivolous allega- 
tions vainly is surmised, but this complainant, being an earnest 
suitor to the said Katherin, daughter unto this di fendant, and 
making great means to this defendant for his good will therein, 
did in the end, upon the faithful promise of this complainant 
to assure unto the said Katherin for her jointure the yearly 
rent of £100 for term of her life, that is to say, after the di ath 
of this complainant fifty pounds, and after the death of the 
mother of the said complainant other fifty pounds or the like 
in effect, and that the land out of which the said rent should 
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be issuing should be of the clear yearly value of £100 ultra re- 
prises In consideration of which yearly rent as aforesaid to be 
made, he this defendant did assent to the said marriage to be 
had between the said complainant and the said Kathcrm, and, 
in consideration thereof, did grant unto the said complainant 
and to the said Katherin in consideration of the said marriage 
one rent charge of fift)- pounds out of his said manor of Ward- 
alls for and during the hfe of the said Alice Stipkm, mother of 
the said complainant, m such manner and form as in the bill is 
alleged, and promised further to gi\c £200 more in marriage 
\vith her, ho this d( fi ndanl having already paid the sum of 100 
murks and having assured the said rent of fifty pounds as 
aforesaid, but this said complainant, fraudulontK intending to 
d< fraud the said Katherin of Uu said jointure of £100, (pro- 
mis( d as aforesaid to bo assured unto her), hath made a grant 
of one rent of £100 unto the said Kutln rin out of certain lands 
chargeable \Mlh the pavment of the said £129 6 8 to j^our 
Majesty, >Mth as much or greater ihargc than the said land 
is Morth, as this defendant thiiikdh, for 'which Irai-d, and for 
furtln r and better assuranci to be made in atcomplishment of 
his promise to the use of the said Katherin, this defendant 
hath exhibited Ins bill in your Majc&U's high lourt of Chan- 
< < ry , w hich depeiidi th as j et undelermined, and now to w cary 
this d( fendaiit this complainant hath exhibited his hill m this 
court, cuntaming in ( ifi ct the mailer dipending there, without 
that, that the said defendant, in respect of the marriage to be 
had between tlu said complainant and the said defendant's 
daughter, did promise to thi said complainant and mother of 
the said complainant mentioned in the said bill or one of them 
as Will to discharge the said complainant and his said mother 
and all the lands and tenements of the said complainant of and 
fur tlu said v earl\ rent and paj ment of all such sums of money 
and charges wherewith the said lands and tenements stood 
charged to her Majesty, or which were any way answerable or 
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payable to your Majcstj ortopay divers other sums of money 
for the benefit and profit of this complainant without that the 
said defendant did subtly and craftily beguile and deetive 
the said complainant touching any promist in and about the 
said marriage had between the said complainant and the said 
defendant s daiighttr, ordissiiadid him from taking any ollii r 
course for his advancement in niairiige than this defendant 
vvoulel peisuade him unto, for this defindanl hcliev e th, how 
vainly and foolishly soevci this complainant persiiadt tli him- 
self, that he might have bestowed bis daughter upon a pe rsoii 
of more livelihood discretion, and government, and without 
that this defendant sought by indireel means to eiitiap this 
eomplamant, and without that lor the assurance making ot 
the said annuilv of fifly pounds this de fi iidaiil dissuade d this 
coinplainanl to use any other advioe than his, and without 
that the saiel di leiielant, be fore the granting of the said annuity 
of fifty pounds, did make any secret and fraiidiile iit h uses or 
estates of the slid lands and tenerneiils in Ditford aloresaid, 
and out of*whi(h he had granted the said annuity or yearly 
rent eif (ilt> pounds to the said John and Kathenn, or tliat 
since the said grant of the said annuity, that tins ilefe iidant 
hath made aiiv lease hv deed of the said lands or any part 
thereof for divers vears yet to come , and hath anleelateel the 
same lease, or hath maele any fraudulent convey anet to de feat 
the said rent ehaige, as m the said hill is most slaneh roiisly si t 
down and alleged, and without that the said dclendant did 
glory and vaunt that he hath di frauile d anil de 1 1 ived the haul 
complainant in mate hiiig his ilaiighter with the said c nmplam- 
ant by suth fraud, deceit, anel evil dealing as m tin saiil hill 
most untruly is alleged, anel without that any other matter or 
thing material m the said bill to he answered unto and in this 
answer not sufficiently answereel unto, traversed, denied, or 
avoided, is true 

Boys I cick 
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Stepkin's Replication Trimly term, 1582 

The Keplicalion of Jhon Stcpkyne, gentleman, eom- 
plamant, to thi Aiitvir of IX illiam Gardiner, gentle- 
man, di fendant 

The fcaid complainant doth maintain and aver his said hill of 
complaint, and all and ever) thing therein contained, to he 
good, ju-t, and true in suth sort as in the same is set forth and 
di c larc d and also sailh that the said ansvv er is verv uncertain 
and untrm , and containeth no matti r of substance or aufli- 
( lenc V in it at all. the advantage of c vception to the uncertainty 
and insufliLieiK ) whereof to this eomplainant at all limes here- 
after saved, the said complainant saith as he before in his said 
hill ol eomplamt hath said and doth and will maintain, aver, 
and prove the same to be goeid and true in such sort as the same 
liv him 111 his said bill eil complaint is most truJv set forth and 
alleged, and for repheatioii saith that well and true it is, that 
the de leridanl, about i vear now last [last did evhibit a bill into 
her Majesty’s liigh court of ( liaiicerv at \\ estininstcr against 
the now eomplainant, praying by the 'aid bill thatlhe defend- 
ant might detain in his hands 20t) marks, jiareel of the said 
sum of £200 promised with his daughter in marriage, for the 
livelihood of his daughter, 'iirmi-iiig that the lands out of 
wliieli the eomplainant hath granted one viarlv rent ol ilOO 
unto Katherine, the wife of the complauiaiit, for ti rm ol the 
natural hie of the said Katherine, are not of the vcarlv value 
of £100 h) the ) ear ultra rrpnia\, where in verv truth the said 
lands are fully of that value, the which suit in the Chancer) is 
rather eummeuiid by the now de'ftudant lor to vex, molest, 
and disqiiie t the now leimjdainanl anel hi' old mother, know- 
ing that if the elefe iielaiit e ould, by such v ex.ition of suit, bring 
the said Alvee ‘ntepkvne, the eoniplamant s mother, unto her 
grave bv taking of great tare and thought, bv reason of the 
fraueluhnt, deceitful, and lewd dealing of the said defendant, 
that then the rent charge granted b) the said defendant unto 
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the complainant and Kathcrync his ^vlfe were then determined* 
and al^-o saith that the now dehndant pro(eed( th \er^ slowly 
m the Chdnccr\ in the ‘^^aid suit, for his bill bemp answered a 
twelvemonth ago, he hath not replied in all this time, tlu which 
argueth that he is greatly ashamed to proceed, lest his lewd 
and xinhonefet dialing should Lt now manifested unto the 
w orld, although he be a man already of whom the w orld gener- 
ally speaketh evil of, and t specially dll those that havt had any 
d( aliiig with him at all, by reason of liis bard tonscieiite and 
corrupt dealing, but lor the opinion of th( world the defendant 
little rigardfth, as he hath very often in speeches aflirmed, 
saying, he tarclh not what the world thinkcth ol him, for he 
hath money ( nough, resting himself inon ujion his substance 
than upon his hone sl\ and good d< aling, without that, that the 
said lands oi the complainant in the bill and answer me ntioned 
are cxtciide d unto her Majesty for the full \ alue, as is most un- 
truly in till said answer alleged, the whieh I he defendant 
knowoth \cry well, although he go about l(i estrange himself 
from tlu Ifnowbclg* tlureof, or that the complainant made 
groat inoan^ unto th< defendant for his good wdl to marry bis 
dauglitti, as IS most untruly alleged And without llial, that 
the defendant hath assured unto the tomplainant and Kalhc- 
r\n( ins wift out r< nt tharge of fifty pounds by lli< y< ar forth 
of his manor of Wardalh sin the county of Kent in surh manner 
and form that the compljiuant may now lawfully distrain jii 
the said manor arc ording unto the purpose of the (let d thereof 
made, and tru( meaning of the agree me nl between the tom- 
plainaiiL and defendant And without that, that tlu (oinplain- 
aiit did intend to defraud tlie said Kathcnni of the said joint- 
ure of £100 promised, or that the lands charged with the said 
jointure of £100 hy the \car are not of greater value than 
tlu yearly rent with the which they arc charged unto your 
Majesty for the said lands are worth £100 by the year over 
and above the said yearly rent of £120 0 0 payable unto your 
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Majesty And without that, that any other matter or thing 
mentioned or contained m the said answ er material or eifectual 
to he rephed unto bj the complainant, and not herein sufli- 
ciently conftsstd or avoidid, Iraversid, or denied, is true all 
will! h matters the said complainant is reads to aver and pros e 
as this honourable f ouit shall award, and prayetb as before in 
Ins said bill he hath pra\(d 

Htn Vernon 


1 vii 

[1582, Nosemher Star ( hamhir I’loendings, 
bhz bt (di ] 

btepkin against (.ardinir 

Inlirrogatones to be ministeie d unto sviluessts lo he 
produied on the p irl and bi half of Ihoii Stipkim, 
gentleman, eomplainaiit, agaiust William (ijrdiner, 
geutlemaii, deft ndaiit 

fiijirimis whether do you knoss that the complainant did 
make great means unto William (rardiiier liie deifeiidaiit for 
his good will, that 111 might marrs Kalhiriin his daiighli r, 
and bv sihoiii did he make means unto him. and win tin r 
did not the d< 1< ndaiit first make nitaus unto tlie (om- 
plaiiiant lo mme home lo his> hou&c alore he laiiit, via 
or no 

2 hem svhither did not the defendant, alli r that llit lom- 
plaiuaut had let him undi rstand Ins estali .ind lising, 
promise unto the eoiiiplainaut that if hi did happen lo 
join in marriage with Katheryne his danghtir, that he 
would t ither disehargc the i omplainaiit's lauds of one rent 
< barge sshercseith it svas < barged with Ins money orlricnd- 
sliip, or tlse disburse a gnat sum of moues for the miti- 
gating of the said s earls rent, hemg tl2') (i 8 by the y ear, 
and w hi iher do not you know of your own knowledge that 
that was the chief and greatest benefit that the eomplain- 

196 



GARDINER DOCUMENTS 


ant made reckoning to receive at the hands of the defend- 
ant, yoa or no 

3 Item was not the complainant, through the (1( fondant’s 

\cluiiunt por'''ia«:ions and great offers, contt nt to rest 
and “^ta^ himstlf wholly upon the defendant, ^ea or no 

4 Item whether did not the delendant also likewibo promise 

unto th( com]>lainant that if he would take his daughter 
Kdlhenne to wiii, that then h( would grant unto the 
( omplaiiianr and unto the said Katherine one yearly rent 
of 150 })\ the } ear out of the manor of Wardallcs m the 
parish of Dt ptford in the < ounty of Kent, and out of the 
J.uids and tenements belonging to the same manor, for and 
(liiriug tilt life of Alyte Stipkim , mother of the eoinplam- 
aiiL if tlu ( lunplainant and Katherine his wif( should so 
long In e, in siu h <'orl that if tlu said yearly rent of £50 so 
to he granted or an\ part thereof should he hdiiiid and 
unp ud, that thi ii the tomplainant and Katherine lus wife 
might lawful!> distiain in the said manor and in all the 
lands^iul tt ueiiieiits belonging to the saul manor in Dept- 
furde, ) ( a or no 

5 Itdti wh( ther did not the dtrtiidant promise that he -Vrould 

}M\ unto the (umplainant £200 in further ( onsideration 
of the said luarnagi , and how much the reof hath he paid 
unto the coiripUinant, yea or no 

6 Item whetlier did not the di f< iidant (wliereas the complain- 

ant used the ad\K< of If arn^'d roiinsej for tlu setting down 
and finishing m writing of niuh agreement? and condu- 
ctions as w'cn had between him and the (omjdainant for 
su(h «issuranres as were to pass concerning the said mar- 
nag( ) dissuade the complainant for [^irj dealing any 
lurtiifr with hits counsel, or to use dn> other advice and 
(ouiisil therein, liut wholl\ to ic^l upon him and his 
eounbd and his scrivener, yea or no 

7 Item whether did not the complainant, b> the defendant’s 
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persuasion, relinquish the advice of all other, and put the 
defendant onl\ m trust about tlif said cause and assur- 
ances, so that the defendant had his own w ill and used his 
o>n ^vay8 in all things Loncerning the said assurances and 
marriage, ^ea or no 

8 Itrm whether hath not the eoinplainant granted one yearly 
rt nt <}iargc cif £](>() h) the jear out of all his lands unto 
the said ]vath( rint for term of h« rlife for her jointure, yea 
or no 

0 //em whether hath th^ dcfiiidant granted one yearly nnt 
fliarge of I'iO b^ tb< ar unto tb( complainant and unto 
Katheriiu his vife, \ea or no 

10 7/em \\h( tlier do you nj>l know of >our ovri Knowledge or 

liaNf licard <jf otberh (bat tb< di ft udant, afore lb< gr.int 
of tin said r< nt charge cd 150 by the ar, did make a 
lease of the «aid manor anti ol (in K.ud lands and ttne- 
menls wliuh ^htmld ba\< bttn (barged AMth the said 
)earK r< rit, ^ca or no 

11 whether did not the dt f< ndanl knf»w tbatlbN grantees 
of the •-aid rent ehargt of £ >0 b> tin scar could not dis- 
train for the said rent or for tin am aragt s th( roof during 
the < onlinuant e (►£ the '•aid b asc, a t a or no 

12 //cm whether haAo Aou not beard tin dtbndanlsaA these 

words (or worcN to tlie sajn< dbet) ‘that God hath no- 
thing to do with the A(orlcl siikc lie (nalcd it and that 
th< Avorld Avas not go\erned b\ Inm , \ea or no 

\^ //cm w hi tlicr do ) ou knoAA or liaAC heard that iIk d< fend- 
ant threatened and menaced the t omplanuuit and his 
niotlu r that he w ould so u5'f the matter that ncillo r llu 
c oinplainant nor his mother -•howld r( ->1 in their beds, > ea 
or no 

11 /fern whether do \oii kuoA> orhaAO hf ird that the defend- 
ant hath passe d a s< t r< t estate of his lands and goods hc- 
lore hiR last marriage, yea or no 
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15 Item whether did jou hear the defendant say unto the now 

complainant these words, or the like in effect ‘lhat if he 
would not rest m hope and expectation ot a greater por- 
tion hereafter to come unto tlu complainant by reason 
of the marriage of his daughter, that for every hun- 
dred pounds he would gl^c the complainant three’, \ca 
nr no 

16 Item whether did not the defendant promise unto the com- 

plainant that during the life of the mother of the tom- 
plainant or the life of the defendant that the comjilaiu- 
ant and his wife should he at no charges for their du t, 
lor that the complainant should be w ( Irome unto the de- 
fendant for his daughter’s sake, and the romplaindnl’s 
wife should be welcome unto the complainant’s mother 
for the complainant’s sake, or words to the sam< tifcct, 
and during that time the complainant should be at no 
< barges, yt a or no 

17 //cmwhctlur liath the defendant ptrformrd all Ins pro- 

\<a or no, and how inan> ot them hath he per- 
formed 

ex parl( John [Stepkin] 

Lxaminalioii taken 13 November 24 Eli/ |l')82j 

Tboriias K[ingoJ derk (m the count)] of Surrey, aged 70 
)fars, sworn 

To the firfrt, he saitii he knoweth nothing of an\ means that 
the plaintiff made to the said \X'ilIiam Ganb m r for bis good 
will that he might marry Kalherjn the daughter of the said 
(yarddier, but he hath beard one Mrs Slu ppeid, a sister of 
thcsaid Gardener’s sa\ to some friends of thf said St }-pk)n’s 
that if the said StvpkMis would eorm to her brother Gar- 
dener s housi In should be weleoinc, and, as this exarninate 
thiuketh. the same (yardcuer made int ans unto thf plaintifl 
to come to his houhc before the pldinliff fame thither 

To the second, he saith that the complainant, ha\ing given the 
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said Mr Gardener to understand the state of his living, this 
depone nt heard the said Garde ner promise the said complain- 
ant that if the same plaintifl did happen to inarr^ ^ith 
Kat}ur\n daughter [ofj the said (^ardener, that then he the 
same (hardener of men fne ndship w ould discharge or miti- 
gate tlie rent charge of il2*> 0 8 by the yi ar out of the said 
plainUir fe landt", that he t!ie‘ ‘«aid Gardener would discharge 
the ^arne and thoniih il cost him a ihtiusaiid pounds, and he 
also h.iilli that tin said pnunise was the diief and greatest 
Item hi the said plaintiff inadi r< r komng of to reeei\e at the 
said (lardciMf's hands, for he Iiatli iicard tlic said plamtifT 
so 

'lolln Uurd h< t'dilh that the said com])hunai\l of tins depon- 
fiil s Know ledge was through the [said [ (^ardi ne r\ n e hement 
fHrsuasioiih and gn it ofTtr^ eif the said (rardentr contented 
\t) rest himself wliedlv upeni the sniel Gardener, for he hath 
heard the said Gardener sa\ to the said e onij)]a]nant (the 
( euiiplainant heing about to ha\< sonic LooKe drawn) that 
the same cuinjdainant fe»r the --j»armg ol meine^ neiould not 
fued to go to an) other for aeKut of counsel Init to lus the 
baino (/ardener’h own eoiiiisel 

To the fourth he saith lu heanl tht said Gardtne r abo promise 
the said e ornplainant that it the said ( omplainant w ould take 
lus daughter l<» wife that tlicn lie the [said] (»ardoner 
woulel grant to the e eiinplainanl and to the said K«itber>n 
the Nearls renlidl'iO hv the ar out of the manor of^ar- 
dalK 111 Parlforde [see] and out of the lands I>t loritring to the 
baiel manor, during the lift of Alie e St^j)k\n mother to the 
said plaintiff, if the s.ud pHinliff and Kather\n his wife 
should s{) long lis e in tilth sort that if the «aid rent of £50 
so to be granted or am part the rt of, should be behind or 
nu]) ud that tluu the s^id plaintiff and Kaihtryu his wife 
might disl rain in the said manor and all the lands thereunto 
Lt.longing HI Dartfeirdc 


200 



GARDINER DOCUMENTS 


To tlic fifth, he saith he heard the said Gardener in further con- 
sideration of the said marriaf^e promise to gl^c and pay the 
same plaintiff the sum of 1200, and that the same Gaidcner 
of that sum hath as ^et paid the same complainant but the 
sum of 100 marks 

To the «!i^th, ht saith that the said coniplainaTit U'^ing, or lx inp 
about to use, the [advice] of learned counsel lor the silting 
out find finishing coiuerning of ['•icj sudi agreements and 
lonrlusions as are had and agreed on between the said 
j>]ainliff and the “^aid Garde ner, ihi d< pontnl heard the said 
Gardener dissuade till complainant fiom dealing an> further 
thin in v\*th his counsel, the said (»ardtner thin saving to 
the said plaintiff that he would have the same complainant 
wholl) to rest upon him the same Gardeni r and his counsel 
and scrivener as 1 11 for the sparing of mone\ as othciwise 
To till •-tventh, li< saith that llie said lomjdainant did, by 
means of the said (/ardtner’s persuasions relinquish the ad- 
vice of all otlur, and fuit only the said (^ardi ner in trust 
about th^ samt raus< and assurance, hv ineaiife when of the 
said Garden! r had hts ou ii wdl and ust d his own W'ays in all 
things touching the said assurance and marriage, and he 
knowdh that to lx trui by ineaiiK h< was a gnat deal with 
both the said yiartu s in the said cause 
To tin eighth, h( sailh that c ompkunanl hath granted and 
rent charge of i.100 bv the year out of all his lands 
to the said Kathervn lor I In It nri of lier life for her jointure 
To the ninlli, he saith that the said Gardtix r hath grantt d I o 
tilt said (tuiiplainant and Katht r\ n his w ifc the v early rtnl 
charge of £50 by lilt y< ar 

To the lentil, he saith that the said Gardener had, before the 
grant ttf the said rtnl thargt t»f 150 I»v tlx ytar, madt a 
least of the said manor and of the said land'- and Itncments 
\>hu h should hav c bt c n * liargt d with iht same vt arly rent 
to one Mr [“^j Foult, and be knovveth this to be true by 
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means he hath heard the said [’] Foule aiTirm the having of 
the same least 

To the eltvtnlh, he can saj nothing 

To the tvicllth, he saith he hath heard the said Gardener use 
the words and sjiei chi s ini nliom d in the ar title, or w ords to 
that effect 

To the thirti f nth, lit can sav nothing 
T o the fourteenth, he tan sav nothing 

To thi (ifli I nth he saitli he hath heard the said Gardener use 
the words and speeehts mentioned in the article to the said 
( oniplainant, or words to that eflitt 
I’o the sixtttnth, he saith hi luard tht said Gardener make 
siiih promisi and use suth spetih lo the said i omplainant 
as i« mi ntioncd in the artn le, or words to that tffett 
Tolhi sevf nteinth, hi sailli to his n nii nihrance thi said Gar- 
diiiir hath not as jet performed anj one of his promises 
madt to tin said coinphiinaiit, the pav mi ul of the lOlt marks 
hi fore mt nlioiit d i v i pted 

[signed] pi r me Tlio/li Kynge 

OVIll 

[1583 (25 111/ ) Star Chamber Proceedings, I'li/ 

( h 5G37 5 ] 

(rardiner against ^lepkiii 
Gardiner’s Bill of ( omplniiit 

lo the Oiiiin's most evrtlli nt ^lajistv 
In most liunihit wise sliowith unto v our most extcllent Ma- 
jisls vour M.ijistv s taillifiil and ohedieni suhji et M ilham 
Gardni r of llaronsev [sie] iii vour Highness countv of Surrev, 
gintleman I'liat wliirias out John Stepkvn ol St Marv Afal- 
fi Ion alias W Inlet Iiapi 1 in v our Majestv "s t ouiitv of [fclanA], a 
man Iraught viith fraud and suhlletv, set king to marrj Ka the- 
rm, vour Alajestv s said subject's daughter, the whereto to ob- 
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tain his purpose, afErmed unto your said subject that he might 
disprnd in lands to the clear yearly value of £200 hv the jcar, 
above all reprises, and that he vsould assure unto jonr Ma- 
jestj’s said subject's daughter for hti jointure tovi ards her liv c- 
lihond during her life £100 yearly over and above all charges 
and reprises, unto vshiih faithiul promise your Majesty's said 
subject giving credit, did condescend and agret , and iii ad- 
vancement uith his said daughter did grant unto his said 
daughter one rent charge of £'>0 by the \ear to be taken out of 
his manor of ardals in the parish oi Detford in your Ma- 
jestv's ( oiinty of Kent and out of all tin lands b< longing unto 
the same during the life of Alice btipkyn, mother of thi same 
John for the better mainlcnanee of the said John and Katlic- 
rm (for that th( said John adirmed unto voiir said subject that 
the said Alice had a portion or do«rv to that i aim ), and 
furthi r gave unto the said John in marnagi with the said 
Kalin nil 1(10 marks and promised, upon snlliennt assurance 
of the said £100 in lands by the tear to lx niadi unto the said 
Kalhcryn Cor term of her life, discharged of nil charges and 
encumbrances, to give unto Imn 200 marks niori , and after 
marriage willed the said John Slepkin to i ause indentures to 
he drawn accordiiiglv, but the said John, inU ndiiig to di fraud 
your said sulijei t, being eoulederaUd with the said Alice '5lij)- 
kvn his mother, he being aidibtid to tin Oiin n’s Majesty, 
proeurid all his lands to In Mi^ed into hi r Majesl>’H hands, 
and caused the same Alice his mothir to taki tin same in ex- 
tent from her Majcst\ for inan> years yet to eoine and aftir 
caused indentures of assurance to be niadi of eerlain lands to 
the use of himself for life, remainder to tht said Katherm for 
Inr life the remainder thereof to his own right heirs, with 
covenants therein containid that thi sami was disc barged, or 
should he by him saved harmhss of all pavraents to her Ma- 
jestv, and of all othir charges and eni uiribrani i s, and seabd 
the same accordingly, the said John and Alice knowing that 
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tbf* same lands >vcrp extend(d to her Majesty for as much as 
ihe)^ ^vfre worth, intending this fraud, that the lands should 
not he liable unto an) daiiiagi ^ to be Ifco^ ( red b) that ro\e- 
nanl and agretminl aftei tin d< atb ol the said John Stipkin 
i>) reason of tlu Lvtint to In r Majistv, and that during the 
]if« of th» f.ud Jolni no action of (o^ena^t or other reined) 
could 1)( had, for that the '*iin< \va*» not to take < ffi ( I hcfcirc 
tin death of tlu said John and )cl not thti‘' f ontented, but 
uttorl\ to difraud \oor >^aid ‘^ubjtet and lii-> said daiiglitcr of 
lu r ]i\< liliood, t h< % lia\ e made , forg( d, and eoutnv ed dive rs 
{a|s( «»rid s( ( 1 ( I If ase^- and ot licr < stale s of the said lands as- 
'und unto vour Majesty s «.iid siihj<ot s daughter (a*? afore- 
s ud) lor lnan^ > i ars and lonij time to endure afti r tin said tx- 
te nt, 4ind hath anieehited tlu same with su( h a date as though 
tlu Stime had l)e( u maele belore the assuran«e made a'* afore- 
said to voui said Mib|e< t s elaugltl* r wlier* in Iriitli it w is 
made l<mg ‘^iiu e , iriti iidiiig the n h> to de fraud v our Majc sl^ s 
said suhj( ( t s (laughte r ol he I jointure if^hi survive him and 
aKo bath granted divers rent charges out of the ^amc with 
ariUdates and in trutli all the kineU oi tlu '^aid John w e re not 
nor >(t arc of the' ilear veaiU value ol ill) above all cliarges, 
hv w hie h fraud and < orspirae v he twe < ij him llu “aul John and 
Alu ( his mollu r, v our Maje s|v s s ud suhje e t s daughter shall 
he defrauded il reintdv he not lie re in hv vour Majestv jiro- 
vnhd, iiiav it therefore pleast vour most exrelhni Alajcstv, 
the premises dulv eonsnhreel, to grant unto v our said subjert 
vour M.ijestv s most graeioii^ writ <»f '.iilipena to be direetcd 
unto tlu saiel John and \ine Siipk> n, riunmantliiig them and 
either ol them therehv at a certain da\ iiul under a eertaiu 
juiiii therein to he limited jiersemallv to appear before vour 
most excellent Alajestv in vemr Majesty & most high court of 
M ir ( liaiulM r tin n and there to answer to llu premise anti 
to abide sueh order and dirttlion therein as to ) t>ur most 
<X(eIhnl Alajeslv shall !>(era most eoiivcuient, and )our 
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Maje^'ty's said shall daily pray for your Highnoss’ 

must prosperous reign long to coutiiim 

Ba>s 


The Stepkins' Demurrer 

The dtrnurrer of John Sti pki n and Alice Stepki ii 

defendants upon the hill of complaint of Vi illiain 

Gardinr coiiiplainaiil 

The said defendants say that the said hill of complaint against 
th( 111 t\liihil( d into this most honourdhle ( oiirt is vcr\ iiiii ( r- 
tain and insulfuiciit m la^v to hi ans^Ncred unto hy these dc - 
fendanls for di\cis and stiiidty \crv apparent (aiis<s in the 
same contained, forasmuch there fore as h) the discoursi of tin 
said hill of coinpldint it manifcbtly appiarctli that llu said 
complainant in cousiJc ration that this dc fenclant John Stepke n 
'•hoiiM inari\ ^^llIl Katlurin, daughter of the said c oinplainaiil, 
and that the «iaid John Stephen should assure unto the «aid 
Kallu ryii for t* rm of he r lift lands and l< nt incnts to the dear 
jearK \ aluc of ilOO h\ the ^ear, he llu said complainant 
granted uiHo the said Katlu uii one re nl < harge oi !'>() hv tlu 
vear to he taken out of liis manor ol Wanlels m the parish of 
Detford during llu life of llu said Alice Sle pktn, mother of 
the said Joliu, and lurlhe r that he gave unto tin said John in 
inarnagi uilh his said daughter 100 marks, aud that h( pro- 
mise d upon sufrieit nt assurauee of the haul 1100 in land hy llu 
vear to he made to the said Kalhenn fur term of her life dis- 
( harge d of all e harge s and e ne unihrane e s, to gi\ e unto the said 
John 200 marks more, and that after he wilh d the said John 
to eausi Hide nturcs to he drawn accordinglv and alh geth that 
the said lohn intending to defraud him, heing e onfede rated 
w it!i tiu s ud Alu e pke n his inotlie r, he lie mg indi hie <1 unto 
the (Juetn s Majc«t), prejcun d all his lands to he sei/t-d into 
her ATajeslv’s hand^, and eause^d the said Alice Ins mother to 
take the same in extent from her Majest) for many years ye t 
to come, and that after he caused mdenlurcs of assuranee to 
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Le made of certain lands tfi the use of himself for life, the re- 
mainder to the ‘•aid Kalhcrvn, the remainder thereof to his 
own right lu ir*' ^^llh covenants therein contained that the 
same ^^as discharged or should he sa\ed harmless of all pay 
iiK nts to her Majesty, charges, and encumbraiic t s, and eeah d 
llu same, in which alligation the said complainant hath not 
limited any turn wlun the said < onltderacy was committed or 
j»racliKed, «o that il the sami be any offence worth examina- 
tion 111 this most honiMirahh court il doth not appear whether 
It wen f ommillt d before or since hir Majesty s general pardon, 
anil thiriforr this most honorahh lourt cannot procerd to 
jmimlinK nt of ihi sami , and aKo doth allege that these de- 
fiudanls, to di (raud the •'aid lonipl nnanl and hi'' said daugh- 
l(r of hi r Ii\(Iiho(>d, thiy ha\e inadi . forged, and contrived 
divi r^ fahe and <•01 ret Icasi s uid oilier < slali ^ of ihi said lands 
so assunil unto the i oraplainant''' daughter lor man\ vears 
and long time to ( lulun ailirUx said extent, ami hivi anti- 
dated tiu sarni uilh *>111 h a date although the «dm( had hem 
made Lifori the ubsuranie inadi to the lomplain.iLl s daugli- 
ti r, intending to defraud lit r of hi r jointure if shi surMV e them, 
in whidi allegation tin said tomjilainant hath not nt forth 
millnran^ time c 1 1 lam when thi said suppovi^d forger\ should 
liaM Im en loinraitted, nor what lands or linfimnls the said 
''Ujipo^'i d forgi d h.iMs do tomprilnnd, ni>r what lands or 
tiru mints ihev hi which hi so assurtd to the tomjjlamaul'b 
daughter, nor how long thi said suppobcd forgi d leasts arc to 
t ndun , nor w hen to begin, nor when tht said t \tcnt is to end, 
and also doth alhge that the said John hath granted divers 
n nt (hargis out of the same with antedalts, not expressing 
what such riul charges he nor to whom thrv he granted, nor 
out of what lands or It riemtuts they be issuing, nor when they 
win granted, the said defendants thirefore, fur the causes 
hi tort alleged, and lor oilier uncertainties and ineuflitiencies 
in the Svud bill contained, and for that also the said complam- 
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ant hath not alleged any other good matter to giv c junsdu tion 
to this most honourable court to hold plea of the same , do demur 
m law upon the said bill of complaint, and demand judgment 
of this most honourable court if they shall he enforecd to make 
any other or better answer unto the same bill of complamt, 
and pray to be dismissed out of the same with tlieir reasonable 
costs, charges, and eyjienscs in the law in this behalf by them 
most wrongfully sustained 

"i tlyerton 


cix 

[1582, Ntn ember 10 Court of Requests Proceedings 

Riq 2/109/50 J 

lobii Hunter of Loudon, ironmonger, against William Car- 
dmer and Margari I his wife 

Hunler f, Bill oj Complaint Alhgcs that he borrowed of Ed- 
ward Hjnde of London, g< ntleinan, iSO lor om year at ten per 
cent interest, paeable 16 September 1579, and was bound to 
Friment Abraham, merchant tailor, and Thomas ( artwnght, 
draper, iu*il00 for that |)aMiient Now “one William Lar- 
flener, who hath married the wife and cxeeutrix of the said 
Frement Abraham, having the said bonds in his hands, hath 
upon displeasure taken beeause he eaunot enjoy a shop wliu h 
Ills prt decessor Frement Abraham had, bung ti nant at will 
many years, hath and doth jiroseiule with all seventy the said 
bond oi 1.200, saving that he will break the bark of the said 
complainant, mianing by the suit now m vananii, notwith- 
standing neither he nor his pr< decessor Frement Abraham were 
ever indemnified [i < darniiiludj in any rispict ” 


1 X 

[1582/3, February 9 Court of Requests Proc Rcq 2/119/15 J 
William Gardiner, esquire, and Margaret his wife and John 
W ig( iiton, complainants, against John Hunter and John Red- 
man, defendants 
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Bill of Complaint Gardiner says hr Itt the shop (late of Fre- 
merit Abraham''') in C hri‘«t Churth, ^^eugate last August to 
John Wygenlon until Annunciation following, entering a bond 
ol 120 to ^\gtntoTi, and the latter enjoys the premises “ 
until now of late John Iluiitf r, hav ing conce i\ed some dis- 
pl( asiire against your said subjects b^ reason of some suits 
that ol latt havf hd[nu ni d 1 m I wivt the said John Ilunltr and 
the said William Gard^rur and Margaret his wife, who being 
in great inahee with the said Wilham Cardyner, and desirous 
to hring the said \X dliam (iardynor withm the forfeiture of his 
bond, hath of lal< x ( rv iin< hanlablj made a base of the said 
shop unlo one John Redman for a lour \< ars or thereabouts, 
whidi lohri Hedniaii, by i olour and \irlue tin r» ol ha\( entered 
and ( x|k11( d the said John W \gcnlon ixing a \ cr\ poor man, 
and lh( ^aid lohn H« drnaii g< lliiig ind < ontiuuirig lL( posses- 
sion ol lh< shoji doth sue tin said John W \gentori in the 
king s lb ii(h h\ M tion <U‘ luecione fintu 

[nin, 1 ast( r ( oult of Hequi sl«^ Ordtr Jbjok 
1 a-I* r 25 1 liz j 

\jml 21 William (birdMui, isquui, and Margirct his wile 
and John W igiiilori against lohn RMlinaii and loliii Uuut( r 
Oidtnd, thit John ILduiiii should not juoKid oi hung 
aitioii III any other touit against luhn WigtuUn loiiitmiiig 
a shop 111 Ntwgatt Mark* I 


r\ii 

[1582 3, Ihlarx luit oi I-ines CP 25 Surr II 25 EIiz ] 
Rttwetu William (5ard\mr, t^fiuire, tjmrtnt, and William 
Rroke and \gin s his wife, dtforciants, of I parts oi 16 nus^u- 
ugt s t (oltagib and \ gardens, m the jiarish of *^1 Olave, 
Southwark, in 5 p irtb dn idid, quiulainu d to the said W illiam 
CardMier ior £80 


208 



GARDINER DOCUMENTS 


CXlll 

[1583, Michaelmas Queen’s Bench K B 27/1287/271 ] 
Wilham Gardener, citizen and IcatherscUer of London, against 
Richard Johnson, of the Inner Temple, gentleinan That 
George Cljlfe, Thomas Offley, and Richard Johnson on Sip- 
temher 19, 1578, entered into a bond to Gardener of £150, with 
condition to be \oid if they paid Gardener £110 on the 28th 
of August following Johnson pleads the statute of 2 April 1 1 
Lliz against usury, alleging that CI-vlTc was indebted only £100 
and that the £10 more was interest Gardtin r nevirthelcss got 
judgment for £156 0 1 debt and damagi s 


cxiv 

[1583 Surrey Muster Rolls (pr Surrey Record Soe ), ii, 185 ] 
[Surrej T]he Booke [of Muslji rs for horsemen |atCobhain, 
20 Septtmber 1583 ] 

Bry\slonc and Wallington 

, bight horsi s 

^ illiam Gardner esquK r j 


Uefettes 


I.aiini es 


a- Wilhain Gardner < sipner j the horse insullit if nl 


ext 

[1583, 1, Hilary Common Pleas t P 40/1 '121/ 1942 J 
London William Gardyncr, esquire, and Margarit his wife, 
executrix of Frcment Abraham, citizen and iniii hant tailor of 
London, by Henry Burr their attorni y, against Robert Fulkes- 
hurste, of Crewe, Cheshire, esquire, late of London, servant of 
Sir Christopher Hatton, knight, in a plea of debt of £8 owing 
on a bond dated 20 May 23 Fhz (1581) 

Considered that debt is to be paid with 26? 8d damages 
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CXVI 

[1584, Maj Court of Requests Proc Req 2/213/2 ] 
William Gardiner of St Mary Magdalen, Bermondsey, esquire, 
against W illiam Brooke, citizen and freemason of London, and 
Agnes his wifi Certain messuages in Southwark Bill, answer, 
and replication 

CX\ II 

[1584, lunc 26 Court of Requests Proc Req 2/133/2 ] 
DcjiO'tUions in the fori going suit, on the behalf of Gardiner 
Henry Aljson (Gardiner's simener) and his se^^ant George 
Martin d( posf that Brooke bargained to sell to Gardiner 4 
parts in 5 of tw o inc ssuagi s m Bermondsey Street, in the occu- 
pation ol Christophir Metihir and Esau Fee, that Gardiner 
agnod to pay 175 and to diseharge the said Brooke and his 
wile of 170 mortgage of tin said houses with other? that Gar- 
diui r paid Brooke’s wife 4(ls “and tendered in this said de- 
ponent 8 shop 13 uuto th( said Brooki 

exMii 

[1581, lulj Star Chamber Proc St (h 5/ B8'24, 1166, 26 ] 
William Brookt and Aguisbis will against illiain (lardiiier 
and Henry Aljson Fraud Bill, answer, and depositions 

exix 

[1584, June 20 Chanc Uicrcis and Orders B158i/)98d] 
illiam Brooke, plaiutiff, William Gardener, es(]uire, and 
Henry Ally son, defendant-. 

The plaintiff is adjudged to pay to the defendants 10s costs 
for want of a bill 

( \x 

[1584 '5, Hilarc Bench K B 27, 1292 212 ] 

ilham Gardiner, esquire, against Wilham Brooke, citizen and 
freemason of London In a plea of debt for JL3 7 s Gardintr got 
a judgment for debt, eosts, and damages of £8 12s 
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CXXl 

[1584, East* r F(et of Fines CP 25;Surr F 26 EI 17 ] 
Between U'jlliam Gardener, querent, and John Chester and 
Elizabeth his wife, deforciants, of three messuages, one curtil- 
age, and one wharf in the parish of St Olavc, Southwark, war- 
ranted against the said John and Elizabeth and their heirs and 
against Stc jihen Marten and Elizabeth his wife and tin ir heirs, 
for 200 marks 

exxii 

[1581 Records of the Leathersellers’ Company ] 

In an assessment, Gardiner’s name was mtinded for £! 

exxiii 

[1584 State Papers, Doiii , EJiz , 172, f 49 ] 
“Memorandum that the ISlhofJulj 1581, one Mr Edwardcs, 
dwelling ill Barmondseye, did say to me and others that he 
was m London and there did hear spoken by one ire and 
oth< r in the < ompany in talking of the d( ath ol tin Prim e of 
Orange, the said Let did sa-y that there was or should eome 
two from beyond the sea who should do thi liki praitnc to- 
wards Her Majtsl), who God long preserve 

[signedj Wyllyom Gardyner” 

cxxiy 

[1581, Trinity Common Pleas C P 40/1131/2141 ] 
Loudon William Gardyncr, esquire, and Margari t his wife, 
executrix of the yvill of Frement Abraham, against William 
Skete of Loudon, gentleman 

The pldintilTs said by Henry Burr their attorney that between 
28 July 1572 and 5 April 1577 William Skete bought of the said 
Abraham blai k kersey, hlatk cotton, linen calh d ‘double Har- 
ford’, white lustian, brown canvas, russet fustian, double 
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mockado, a pair of purple stockings, black double baize, two 
white rauvas doublets, black inockado, two ‘pair of paned 
hose’, a pair of stockings, a brown canvas doublet, and a pair 
of bla( k kersey hose, to the total value of 111 9s He was asked 
to pay by Abraham, by the said Margaret while she was a 
widow, and by \X’illiam Gardener and the said Margaret after 
her marriage witli him, but has never disehargfd the debt It 
was < onfijdon d that the plain lilfs should recover the debt w itli 
40s d.miagj s 

( vw 

[nai, TasKr Queens Jlendi KB 27/1289,1-2] 

Willium Gardiner, gintlcman, against John Luce cili/en and 
draper of London Plea of di l)t ul i(» on a bond <lal( dll J)c- 
ccnilxr 1S()7, payable on d( luaud \ dav gnen 

< \\\i 

[1584, Michui lina^ Queens Bern h KB 27 1291 '51 J 
Middlesex In Trirulv term last, W illiam Gardnii i Qiy Thomas 
(/ood lus altornev) bmught i bill against lohu Lin i saving 
that on 9 October 1585, in roiisuh ration tlial U illuim, at lln 
special instance and request of fohn, had di liv cn d 19 to lohn 
for his spcLial use, John agreed and jnoniis^d to pa^ iO to 
William on demand But John, socking to defraud lain, on 1 
ISiovcnibcr 1583, did not pav it or any part ol it on dtniind, 
wht re by W illiam has lost mii< h inonevancl profit th it lit might 
have made in trad< W illiaui Gardiiu r a‘'ks 20 inaiks damages 
On 9 October of this term, John luce appeared by Ldmond 
Thurston his attorney and denied the cliaigi 
\t the trial on 10 Mav 1583, the jurv found that Luc e agreed 
as Gardiner had charged, and assessed Ganlincr s damages at 
£6 0 8, his costs and charges at £3 10 0 in all, £11 16 8 
On lO Muy 1586, Gardiner atknow lodged pavment of his 
damages 
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CXXVll 

fl5u4, Micliaclma'^ Quten’b Bench KB 27/1291/49] 
Surrey In Easter terra last William Gardiner, t squire (by his 
attornc\ Thomas Good) brought a bill against John Bullardc 
flhfts Biihvarde of trespass on the case as follows Whereas 
^ illiam Gardintr has always been a faithful and honest siib- 
jerl of the Qiie( n who b( 4 aiise ol his good name and estima- 
tion appointed him justice of piaco and of the quorum in 
Surre\ \et the afonsaid John, to injnn him in goods and re- 
putation, on 2 February 1583/4 at Southwark, lalsily taxed 
him with subornation of pi tjury m thi se w'ords ‘Tliat Master 
Gardener’s wife (intaning Frames (»ardener, lat( wife of the 
afor(said ^ ilham (/ardi ner) was forsworn by tlu profureinent 
of Master Gardiner, and that 1 would p^o^c to be true ’ Gar- 
diner deniandMl 1500 dainagis 

On 9 ()< tob< r (jf this term, Bullard4' appi an d by bis attorney 
Edmund Tluirstrai, and defimhd fon e and ]njnr\, and said 
that (/ardincr -hould not ha\( his action, on the ground that 
helon tlu d ite of iht alleged words, to wit. 011 J8 Ajinl 1564 
1)1 fore Dr W alter 1 (addon, f iisfos of the Pre rogatn e ( ourt of 
C aiiL( rhurv siitmg as a judge in St Paul ^ I Iiuk I), the afon - 
said Frances (wife of William) swon upon her oath, by the 
pro< uicmc nl of W ilJiain, that slu paid one Bu liard P\ j)e, then 
riti/en and 1( atlu rs4 Her of London tl08 owing to Pyp( b) one 
Robert Luce, whereas m truth she did not pa^ Pvpe the said 
sum Bullarde was ready to venf) this, and U'^kr d judgrm nt 
against Gardiner 

Gardiner said that Bullarde naid the words as above of his 
own wrong, and without sueb cause as alleged 
Tiir> trial at Westminster 12 Novembfr 1585 The jury (of 
Southwark and Bermoiulscy nu u) found that Bullarde said 
lilt words of his own wrong, ihty asse fised Gardine r’s dainagrs 
at £10, his costs and charges at £7 I 5 Bullarde in mercy for 

£17 Is 
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CXXVll! 

[158i, October 26 Close Roll, 26 Eliz C54/1182 ] 
William Gardener of the parish of St Mary Magdalen, Ber- 
mondsey, esquire, for certain eonsideration sold to Samuel 
Thomas, his heirs and assigns, all that water mill called St 
John’s Mill, l\ing next ‘HorseydoA\ne^ in the parish of St 
Oldvc, Southwark, together with a pighlel called ‘Harpe Leys’ 
and another parcel of land ealh d ‘Crosse Ley< s', both in the 
flame jiarish laU pared of the possessions of the Hospital of 
St John of Jerusalem 


eXMX 

[158L Mo\(mber 9 Close Roll, 26 Eb/ (,54 1181 J 
Similar to preceding 


c\x\ 

[1 581 5 1anuar\ 27 Stale I’apers Dotn , Ehz , 176. f 30 J 
lb< P port ol Fd^^a^de Socr constable of Parnsbe 
Carden, and om lobn Rarllein. bailiff ib^rr Taken 
bcforeWilliain(»ardiiKr,esqijin .tbe27tb ^miolSBt 
Inprimis the) say that about Chri'.liiias last thc\ Lame to the 
hous( of one llevvglu Kallvne, lliep to eeartli for a papist and 
there tht) found certain susjHelid persons uilhm the hou^e 
The \\hu h llewghe Kathiie >>ould not suib r them to come in, 
neither to starch liis Inmse, but kept the door having his 
Mcapon in his hand, and afterward the) went to Sar^ Vener 
for a warrant, and so went to the house again, and afterward 
they watched the house with a strong watch, and after that, 
upon a new search, tiny eaiut into the house and there the) 
found one John ^orrall, a notorious person of papistr\, and 
two other of his aequaintauee within And afterward, about 
the 9tli ol Januar\, afttr the dtath of one Carter, there was 
burned in Carter’s house certain books of papistrv for fear that 
the) should be seen, and afterward tht> found divers other 
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books of papistry, upon which they suspected Catline’s house 
for, and so they went thither again to search, and found not 
Katlyn at home, and in searching the house they found div era 
suspected persons, and after that they found 8 papists’ books 
hid in sundry places in the house, and ni ver since the afore- 
said Katlyn came to his house, but stale away m the night for 
fear he should be taken, and the next day following there was 
certain pictures found in his house, and one crucifix, thi which 
books and pictures remains in Mr Recorder's hand 

[signed] WyUyom Gardyner 

CXXXl 

[1585, April 9 Close Roll, 27 Lhr C51/1206 ] 

Ldward Jobson of West Donylaud alias Monkwick near Col- 
chester, Essex, esquire, for 11330 sold to William Gardiner of 
B< rnioiidsov Surrey, esquire, all that marsh and marsh house 
called \cr(s Flcetc in the I«le of Wallettes in tin parish of 
Canydon, Essex This concoyancc was in the nature of a mort- 
gage, and was cancelled after Gardim r was ji.nd his monev 

cxxxii 

[1585, May 22 Somerset House PCC Briidcm II 26 ] 
Dispute between John Luce and Frances Gardner alias Wayte, 
administratrix of the goods of Robert Lure, iitiacn and 
Icathcrsellcr of London, not adniiiiistcrcd by Kathinne Luce, 
Sara Luce alias Manley, and Elizabeth Luce alias Bullward 
“ invcnimus prefatam Franeiscam Gardiner abas Wayte 
di fuuetam dum in hiimanis agebat pro sect suos ex boms, juri- 
bus, ac crcditis prcfati Robcrti Luce patris siii (bfuncti non 
administratis per Katheriiiain Luce rclietani et adininistra- 
triccm bonorum ejusdem Robirti similiter defunctam non ad- 
miniEtratorum usque ad summam £1379 0 10 Icgalis moncti 
Anglie recepisse et habuissc scu saltern per eandem Franeiscam 
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Gardinet alias Wayte vel suoe stetisse quommue reciperet ecu 
haboret ceteraque bona jura ct crcdita dicti Robcrti per pre- 
fatam Katberinam rclirlam ii(»n administrata indisposita et 
non administrnta reliquis‘^e, oandemque insuper Franciscam 
Gardnf*r abas Waitf per sc ol buoe in ac citra solucionem debi* 
toTum dicti Robfrti Luce dcfuiicti ac m neccssanos usus et 
rxpon^-as utra admlnl^^lra<lonem bonorum eju«dem prefatam 
ftiiniTiiarn 11370 0 1 0 expo^iuissc < t croga‘»sc eaque racione ante- 
du tani Franci''( am Gardiner abas Wayte bona jura et credita 
dicti d( functi quc (m qiianliim nobis constare potest) ad manus 
8ua*> ox administra< lone pn dicta ptrvciurunt siifHcu nter et 
ad pb mini adrninistra-se pronunciamiis decernimus ct declara- 
nnih partem igitiir Ji(t< Fraii(i'»ci Gardinrr alias Luce ad in- 
Plane lani < I iinpi lilione pre fati Tobarini Luce, Sarc Luce abas 
Maiili V, c t IJi/abelhc Lute alias lbill\\ard quoad dittam sum- 
inarn 11 170 0 10 ab«olvnnus ct finaliUr dimittiinus per banc 
nobtrum finale dfcrduni quam si\c quod facimus et promul- 
pamus in bus scripti'* 

r 

CW.XIII 

[I'lB), Tune 24 (^mldball lournaK of the Court of 
Coinmou ('ouncil, 2) 137 ] 

In t onprcgacionc Maioiis Aldcrinaunorum ac Lommunitatum 
(iiiitatis London’’ 

\iiecomilte pro Anno proximo Mqinnte \.ntbomub Radclif 
merchant clcctus ptr Maiorem iiixta prerogativani \t alms 
a‘''^(ui<lur bdn j»cr Coniiniinitati s qui ebgerunt Willelmum 
Gardner Icathcrselkr qui proclamationt facta secundum for- 
niain ai 1 us ( onimuni«* CoiimIij nupc r indo cdita in propria per- 
sona sua \rnit corain Maiorc Aldcrmannis et Lommunitatibus 
pndidi'' in pb na liiistiiig(» stdiutibiib tl rtiusaMt directe ad 
biipi r ip&um absumtnduui uflnium MttconiiUs prcdictuin et 
huptr sc assumit in prcstnlia prcdicta ad boKendum fiiicm 
'>uaiu CC secundum forniaia < lusdem actus Communis Consibj 
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CXXXIV 

[1585, June 25 Mayor’s Court Repertories, 21/181 ] 
Curia specialis This day Mr M'lUiain Gardener, leatherseller, 
who being yesterday last past elected hy the right honorable 
the Lord Mayor, Commonalty, and Citizens of this C.itv, and 
county of Middlesex for the year ensuing, and thereupon opt n 
pro( laniation being presently made in the Queen's Majesty's 
Court of the Iliistings in the presence ol the said Lord Mayor, 
the whole Court of Aldermen, and Commoiis of this City, at - 
cording to the late act of Common ( ouneil, tame into this 
Court and Ixing required 1)\ the sami to diclare his consent 
whether he will take upon him the exei ution of tlu same ofln e 
accordingly, he ga\e hi' ehre'Ct and plain uuswir to the same 
Court that he would not acetpt and take upon him tlu ( x( cu- 
tion of the said ollui, and thereupon it is ordered that the 
Coinirions shall be again warned to proiei d to a m w eh i tioii 
Pulhson, Mayor 

( \\\\ 

[1585, Sept Surrey Muftcr Roll's, pr hurr(> Ki i ord ^oe , 

11, 210, 215 J 

Sumy The hooke ol Musters ol horsi men [(loydon 20 
Sept 1585 ] 

The Hundred of Brixton and %alhnglon 

Launccs P'ght horsi s 

5^ ilham Gardenour esqmoiir Defalt j j 

The horses of the lustiees of peace fiirnishc il with Petronells 
mustred before liis Lordshijijie the said dayc 
^ ilham Gardenor esquiour j 

CXXXX 1 

[1585 6, Hilary Qm en’s Jhru h KH 27/1200 '280d ] 
Gardiner says that h< reeentlv ri tovi re d by judgment £1 7 Is. 
against John Bullard alias Bullward, but that execution rc- 
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mains to be done And since Martin Manley of Bermondsey, 
leatherseller, and John Luce of Newington, gentleman, in 
Easter term, 26 liliz (1584), ( ame into this Court and became 
pledges for B ull ard , and B ullard neither paid nor went to prison, 
Gardiner seeks execution against the pledges Execution 
adjudged 

CXXXVll 

March 7 Losoltj^ MSS MSS Cornm 7th Rep ^ 

App , p 610 ] 

Return made hj William (/ardyner of all the Rccusantes now 
prisoners in the Kinges Bcnche the* vij^^ daie of March 1585 
The number of such prisoners being 40, of >\hom 16 arc priests 

CXXWlll 

[1586, Ma^4 Da^crX^ Actsof Pruy (.ouncil^ I jS6-L)S7,p 90] 
A letter for a jimv search to he made within the count)- of 

Surrey, directed to Mr Bellingham, Gard\ner, 

Cosyn, Parker, and Robert |I,cvesc\] 

< x\vi\ 

[1586, Ma'v H no*:e Roll, 28 h h/ C"tl217] 

'I’hoinas Bowes son and heir of Martin Bow^^, knight, de- 
ceased, acknowledged that he owed i200 to William (gardener 
of Bermondse\, ^urre\, esquire 

c\I 

[1586, Ma\ 17 Guildhall. Major's Court Repertories, 21,2% ] 
Item It 1 " ordered that Sir Rowland Ha)warde, knight Mr 
Bond, and Mr MartyUi Aldermen, or any two of them shall 
attend ujxiii the right honorable Sir Edmunde Anderson, 
knight, Lord ( hit f Justice of the Court of Common Pleas, for 
the ending of the cause betwixt this Cit\ and Mr W^iUiam 
Gard>ner, ieatherscller, latel) elect Sheriff of the same City, 
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and Robert Smythe to warn them to meet together and to 
attend on them Dixie, Mayor 

cxli 

[1 >86, May 24 Da«ent, Act's of Privy Council, 1 5.S6-/7,S7, 

p 122J 

A letter to John Coupe r, William Gardiner, and Riehard V ong, 
esquires, to examine Robert Rivc of Holliiigehorne, Kent, yeo- 
man, an uttercr of counterfeit com 

rxlii 

(1586, Michaelmas Queen’s Bent h KB 27/1299,147 ] 
Lngland Thomas Uromlej, knight. Lord Chancdlor of Eng- 
land, m his proper jn rsoii < arm to U i slmmsler oii tin Monday 
next after tin Oitase ol bt Michael, and produei d here in 
f ourt a certain record had before the Quetn m Dianiiry in 
these nords a plea before the Queen in Clianeerx, ele Michael- 
mas 27/28 Eli/ (1385) I’ll! lady the Qiie cn bj lie r ( lose nril to 
the sin riffsiof Middlesex orders that, since on 6 Jinn 5 Eli/ 
(1561), I'dnard Vi tl-he of I.)mcsf<]d, burrt\, i ^nuirc , e arnc 
into the Chancerv and aeknowbdged that In owed 1700 to 
Vi illiam (>ardener, tili/<n and hathersdhr of I oinloii, to In 
paid at the feast oi the INatnitj of St lohii the Bajitist ni xt, 
and he did not paj, the sh< rills are to produce lln said Edward 
in the said Chancer) on lln Qiiindeni of St Midiad next, to 
sa) wh) tin mom y had not be raised on his lands and goods 
according to the form and eflirt of the rerogni/anii 
On which Quindi nc of St Michael iht sheriffs of Aliddlescx 
returned the writ sacing that the aforesaid Edward w is dead 
thereupon another writ was directed to tin All nil ol Surrey 
to bring the heirs and tinanls of the said Edward into the 
Chancers on the Oelaxe of St Martin next 
The hhiriff of Surrey returned that by eirtue of the said writ, 
on 26 November 27 Ehz (1 585) he bad made known to Richard 
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Ryther, James CRiwall and Lawrence Browne, the tenants of 
the said Edward, that thej should be at Westminster on the 
day, etc and that none of them was an heir of the said Ed- 
ward 

Oil the Octa\e of St Hilary 28 Eliz (1585/6) the said William, 
Richard, James, and Lawrence came by their attorneys, etc 
On the Qiiindeiip of Easti r tlu\ lame again, etc 
On the Morrow of Holy I rinit y, th< said James, Richard, and 
Lawrenei ask* d to ha\e the rceogm/aneo read It was mtn- 
tioni d tliinm that the money niiglil be raised on thi lands, 
tit OwfasdaUdh luneiElir (1561) Thej also aski d to hear 
till ( ondilions, whi< h were that wht ri as \\ illiam Gardener and 
Edward Wtlshe Iiy thiir ret ogni/anet taki ii 20 Ma}^ S Eli? , 
wi re jointK and st v t rally hound lo ^ a!t< i Robert t s of Glass- 
I iilmry in the parish oft ranhrook, Ki lit. esijiiin , in the sum of 
1300 for the payment of 1.200 — llOO to bi paid in St Paul s 
f'hunh on 2 August next (nailing and tlOO at the same plai e 
on 0 October following — the -aid Ldward U cislit In Id 'f, illiam 
Gardtner harmless, and was to pat W illiam t/ar li utr ilOO 
on 24 August next 1.50 and on 20 September the remaining 
i'lO 

The said Rnhartl, James and Lawrence said that on 28 Tunc 
6 I'.lir (1564) William Gardener remised and redaxi el to the 
aforesaid Isdward the sum of 1500 aforesaid William said he 
liad not done so 4 day was gistu 

On the Oilate of the 1‘iirdieation it was found that William 
Gardener eould retoser nolhing hecause he had gi\en a deed 
of release, therefore Richard, James, and Lawrence should be 
without 1 day 

cxllll 

1158(> 7 l ebruary 15 Dasent Arl‘: of I'niy ( ouncil, 
7iS6-i5S/~, p 328 ] 

A letter to the Lortl Mator, Rteorder and Sheriffs of the City 
of London, the Deans of Paul’s and W estminster, Mr. Ran- 
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dolph the Postmaster, William Gardyner, esquire, and Edw ard 
Anlaby, gentleman Whereas Robert Kirkbam and John Spen- 
cer, two haberdashers of London, are being persecuted by their 
creditors, tbe\ are to call the creditors hi fore thrm and do 
what they can to rediii e them to reason Kirkham and Speni er 
offer to pay one-fifth down, and the rest in four 5 ears This 
cause was recommended hj Mr Randolph, the Master of the 
Posts 

cxliy 

[1587 Records of the Lealherselh rs’ Company ] 

^ illiani Gai diner’s name was iiiiliiibd in an asstssmml for .1 
Slim of £8 

In a sihedule headed “Money rcceiyed of sundry pirsons due 
to tin m out of the hundred pounds received of thi ( hainlii r- 
lain ol London which was lent for the proyision of wheat in 
Anno 1573” is miludid “Mr Gardner, 12 10 0 “ 

• ( \lv 

[1587, liil> 7 Patent Roll. 29 Eh/ C6(),12'>J/1 iNo 51 ] 

A farm for M illiaiii C/ardincr Riiitcs a grant bj p,iniii on 17 
Man h last to John Gadyc of ‘Create M ood (1-8 iirist ‘Kinl- 
laud wood’ (10 acri s[, ‘ITati hanihilliltc s wood (11 aensj, h 
bpringe wood (1 aens) adjoining thi Jidd lalhd ‘Abrafild’, 
‘Molaudspringi ’ (1 aciis), and ‘Kintlandis spring! ’ (1 ai ri s), 
all parcel of the manor of Ilali hambarni s 111 Sum j anclKint, 
late of the monastery of Hertford, Kent, cxii pt great tries, 
prettj saplings of oak, sufhe i< iit ‘staddlis’, rti , for 2 I ji ars 
at a rint of 00? Sd during the hie of \niii , Jati Duihcss of 
Somerset, and after her death, of £10 PK d'hi si letters hung 
Burrciidi red, the jircmises are hereby granti d, on the aiKii 1 of 
the Lord Treasurer and Sir M alter Mildmay , ( haiic ellor ol the 
F,\chc(jucr, to M'llham Gardiner, escjuire, lor 21 yiars, at a 

rent ol £10 19s 
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cxKi 

[1587, Octobtr Exchequer Hills and Answers E112/Eliz , 
Surr '27 1 

Willi, im Chfstcr of Last Siiiithlitld, Middlesex, esquire, and 
Alice his wife, plaintiffs, against W illi.im Gardener, defendant 
The Chesters' Bill of Complaint Thiv alleged that John Step- 
kin, gentleman, deceased, was sei/td of numerous teneinents 
and lands (speiifiid) in tin parishes of St Mary Matfelon, St 
Uotolph, Aldgatc, and Slipney, and that at the time of his 
(hath h< owi d iht Queen 18000, and about 17 January 19 
Eliz (1377) ill those premises wire seized and extended to the 
Qu( ( u's us( , until till d< bt with arrearages should be paid By 
kttirs patent dated 6 May 19 Elir the Quei ii dfuiised the 
pri misi s to till plaintiffs at a ^ early rent of 1229 (> 8, until the 
18000 should b( paid “iVolw ilhstaiidiiig your said orators and 
John Sli pkiii, son of the said Aliei , by the persuasion of some 
of their friends, and also for that there was some lommuniea- 
lion of and < out erning an iiiti rniarriagc to hi had b’etw i en tin 
said lohn Stipkin and Kathiriiie Gardener, daughter unto one 
William Gardinir ' by thiirdied dated 14 Decembir 21 t liz 
(1381) dcmisid a yearly ri nt id 1100 issuing out of the prem- 
i»(s to the said Katherine Gardiner “By means ofwhith deed 
thi s,ud William (>ardimr troiibleth and molesttth your 
said orators ’ and has commenced an action at the common 
law agiunst thini for thi said anuuitt, notwithstanding that 
be lore the deh\ cry of the said deed, John Stf pkin had married 
Kathcrini. whireby the grant is xoid in law The said John 
Mipkin had smte dud leasing one son 

Gardiner's Ansue' That after the decease of John Stepkin, 
Katlurini his wife w as to receire the annuity of £100, but none 
Ilf It had been paid since that cxent, so that her present hus- 
band, in William Gardeners name, had commenced a suit 
at the tommonlaw to rccoxtr it, that Katherine and John 
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Stepkm did not many before the delivery of the deed in 

question 

The Chesters' Replication “■ upon the faithful promises of the 
said Gardyner to the said John Stepkm that he would %ery 
shortl> after the marriage had between the said John Stepkm 
and his daughter, purchase of her Majesty to and for the ust of 
the said John Stepkm’ the yearly lent of £129 6 8 resirved on 
the said extent, “and w'oiild also give and bestow upon the said 
John Stepkm many other things amounting to a xerx gnat 
value, [but] the said (/ardy net, having by Ins fair proniisi s ob- 
tained that thing w huh he desired, performed nothing which he 
promised but endeav oured for his own jiriv ale Imre and profit 
ralhcrtuhurt and hinder the said Stepkm than to benefit him “ 

exKii 

(1587, July Star Chambir Proeei dings,Eli/ St Ch >/(725/l‘l ] 
'S'llliam Gardimr, plainlifT, against Ilnhard Hither, Henry 
Lam, and George Spencer, defendants 

Gardiner'\ Bill of Complaint He stated that Edward \^elsh 
owed bun £100 whiih he did not pa\. and that therefore 
W elsb’s recognizance of £500 was forfeit in d Ell/ (1561) That 
( Ish h t his lauds, and after his death, two ye ars before the 
lands were liable to the recognizane e, thev we re in the posse's- 
sion of Richard Rylhcr, greieer, and lames ( hiball and Law- 
rence Browne, leatherse Hers That he sue el eiiil a writ for the n - 
coverv of his nionev, but that Kyther. having posse ssiein of the 
greater part of the lands, and “see kmg bv all iiicans and ways 
he could to devise some shift to defraud voiir said subjee t of 
his saiel just debt (being a man well exjierie need in forge ry be- 
fore that time), did intend to forge or e ausi to be forge d” a dis- 
charge of the recognizance, anel aeeordmgl> with Henry Lane, 
ofSt Margaret s, Kent, on 1 May^ 28 Eh/ (1 576), “not having 
the fear of God before their eves but being seduced with the 
devil, did very wickedly and false ly forge or cause to be forged’’ 
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a release Afterwards, wben tLe suit was tried in the King’s 
Bench, Ryther suborned Henry Lane and George Spencer to 
perjure themselves 


( xKiii 

[l'»87, Nov 3 Star Chamber Proc &t Ch 5/G25/2 ] 
^nsu'er of Richard Ryther That about 3 Eliz (1561) Edward 
Welsh acknowledged in Chancery a recognizance of £500 to 
William Gardener, ol which he was afterwards discharged 
Tw'cnty-four vears after the release thus made (and about 
three \( ars licfon tlic date of this answer), the said Gardyner 
“very craftily and covetously Lrcmghl a scire facias upon the 
said recognizance, thinking that as the said Welsh was dead, 
either the n h'ase could not be found or that no one would be 
able to prove that the release was made by him The defendant 
Richard Kythcr, Jarnch Cbil>a]l and Lawrence Browne were 
tenants of the said Edward ^cNb deceased, they therefore 
appe ared and pic aded “in bar of the said scire facias^ the afore- 
said release” made by Gardiner The latter said not his 

deed, and put hiinsdf iiptui the countrv, and the defendants 
did the same In Hdary term last the j^sul Ined in the 
King s Bene h, and \< ry suflie le nt matt* r wa^ gi\ c n m evielcnrc 
on behalf of the defendants Bui the eoinplainant “without all 
bar [olj God verv boldly stood up in open court and oflered to 
be deposed that the s«inie reha'^c' was not iii'' deed, anel fain 
would have had his oath taken in that behalf if it would have 
been accepted” But the jury found that it was the eoniplain- 
ant s deed, “to his great shame and discredit”, w hereupon v er- 
dict wab given against the coinpldinant 

Since which verdut the said complainant “hath conceived 
great malice against the now defendant and “against two 
others, hone st eiUzens of London" who gav e evidence, name ly 
ilcnry Lane and George Speneer, and now, without an> cause, 
has commenced a suit against them, charging Ryther with 

224 



GARDINER DOCUMENTS 


forging the said deed of release, and Lane and Spencer ‘‘with 
wilful p(rjur\ and this defendant with feiihornation then of, 
and with other most foul practices” And further, the baid 
Gardener since the said verdict had brought anotlur scire 
fauns upon the retognizance against the Itnants of the said 
Welsh, “whereupon Edmund Nashe was reluirud rre tenant 
setrtll)”, he appeared and |>]caded a release su]»postcl to b< 
made to thf said W elsh m bar of the said st irejauas^ and sup- 
ji^sed to Lc of the same date as that pleaded h) the now 
d< llndaut 

All this matter w as r< v< aled to Anthony W alker, gf nth man, 
tenant of the freehold and fet simple ol thi said ’aiuK, and In 
“greatly sn^pt cled the frauduh nt dealing of llu < oiMj)laiuant" 
because in the last scirt Jacias Edmond \V i Ish [recte ^JslKJ 
was relumed leire ti nant, whereas he had only a Idi m!< n st 
in one parcel ot the land Walker took tin whoh nialtor to Sir 
Gillterl (t< ri ard, Ma^ti r <il the Rolls, who staj ed tin pnx < ed- 
ing*5 K\ tficr described hims< if as “an aged man virvinariour 
stun \tars«uld, wtak and sn kly, and bring thus m his old 
ft ( hie age maliciously persecuted ’ b\ (/ardintr "did sf I domi 
his gne fs” in a bill to the Lord (Jianei Ilor, lolded hki a I tl« r, 
that he might be n licved irom oppression, ‘and not to the m- 
tent to libil or injuriously to slaiidi r llit said i oinplaiuaul” 
Gardiner^b Rejfliiaiion lie insisted that e\cr) thing allcgid in 
his bill was true 

cxImji bis 

[1587, Nov 10 Star Chamber Pror St (h 5/CI8/20] 
Gardener against Rather Deposition <if Knhard Tl\tlier, of 
St Mary Magdalen, Southwark, grocer, on tht bthall of tin 
plaintiff 

16 “ the children of Robert and Kather>n I utV(. whose 
names he doth not know, the plaintiff hath trouhlt d in lands, 
bod\, or goods, by out subtle dtviee or another” “and 

0 
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toufhmg \vhat sums of mou^^y Lucyt^V children should have 
<if the said complainant the said children of the said Lucye 
b)' report ouf^hl to have three thousand pound and above ” 
17 “that b\ report the plaintiff doth owe the said children of 
their said right ihrt e limes eleven hundred pounds, but other- 
wise than 1j\ report this defendant doth not know the same to 
h« truf”” nor doth of his own kiiowh dge know shame- 

liil or other falsehood that the ]datntiff hath used to defeat the 
said ihildren of aii\ inoin v or other thing due to them”, hut 
1>V rrporl h^ hath heard that iht plaintiff “h) shameful false- 
hood deft ated the said thildn ii of gnat ^ums of mone>” 

IB “that this defendant is a poor sukly man and was sick 
about li n day^ past whi n In is m lu allh can run* leap, and 
skip according as an> old man nia > Jo 


c xlix 

flSB7;B, Jan aiulFfb Star ( hamher Proi St Ch 7 G3U/d7 ] 

(/ardiiier agaiiiPl Kythcr Depositions on hf half olf di fendaiit 
Uefwsition of Ilenr) Davvt ol Lincoln s Imi, gentleman, aged 
22 

lie said that In knt w oue lohii Buller hccaus( he was the ten- 
ant of his (the depoiieril p) fathi r, and that William Gardener 
laiiu to LiiKoln s Inn with the deponent s father's servant 
William Greeue, and Gardvner said to tluni both that if they 
“w ouid prot lire the said Bidlar to break his fast with one W il- 
ham Hartford liis ( ousin he thi said liarllord should atcom- 
panv him to the same bri.ikfast, and withal earncstlv per- 
suaded this deponent and the said Grcini to gi\e out some 
haid spo(ih<s of thi said (^ardMur, thirehv to draw the said 
Rullar to deliver 8om< hard speeches against him the said Mr 
Gardvner, to the end that the same speeches being spoken m 
their hearings and prrsenets thev might he witnesses of the 
same spetehes, and so thereby the said (jard>ntr might take 
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his advantage agam^it the said Buller Nevertheless this depon- 
ent and the said Greene^ noting a circumventions and iingodl> 
meaning in the said Mr Gardvner undulv to draw the said 
Buller into danger, did give inlclligt nee thereof unto th( said 
Buller, and notwithstanding the same intclligonci .had a mean- 
ing as w oil to see the issue of this piirpost as also not to lost the 
breakfast offered as aforesaid, wont to bnakfast ai ( ordiiigl) , 
giving special ad\(rliseuM iil befon hand to the said Buller to 
bi’^van hi did not exceed hmisolf m speeches, and told him all 
tli* matter" At tin bn akfast “the said Hartford [^( onversi dj 
’Aith the said Bulk r touching the said Mr Gardynt r, and pro- 
i It did to ask him whether he knew thi said Mr (/ardyuer 
when iirilo the said Buller answeredhe kni w him too will, say- 
ing Ik went about to undo liini and a gn at sort of fithc rli ss 
rhildn ii, whereuiito thi &aid Hartford, to draw bim on to some 
hard spot ches, as it &< i mi d according to appoint im nt, n ]>li< d 
in this sort to the &aid Buller ^Taki hud how you dial with 
him. for he is the subtlest knave in all the louiitr, wben he 
dw ( llelli , and the more to draw on thi said Buller to usi somi 
hard spicclus against hun the said Gardviitr, ]>roitLdid fur- 
ilur lo sav tlial he (thi "aid (»ardynf r) lillh or nothing < an il 
to forgo a writing than he did to taki the luj) and drink, and 
smh (»lhtr likt Lraiumg sjucches to work the said Buller 
burst out into the vehcinene^ of spceih against liiiu But the 
said Buller. having advertisemi nl and laviat givin him be- 
forehand of their traps, nof only with t( mperani t modcrati d 
his spei chi s, but aHo in i xpress words, the luon safelv to be 
free from danger of the said complainant, said to the said Hart- 
ford that he would not so sav of the said Ganlvni r But, said 
he (the said Buller), ‘he halli gone about to undo a sort of father- 
less children of us,' as he said before, or words ol hke clful” 


Interrogatories to he ministered lo Basil Johnson, gentleman, 
Edward Harwin, Katherine Elberopp, Sisselye Sledt, Mary 
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Rowland, and TLomas Kinge, dork, on the part of Richard 
Ryther ct al , defendants [Selected interrogatories ] 

4 Item whether do you know or have heard and hy whom, 
that the said Stepkin in hie lifitimc did prefer or exhibit into 
the Court of Star Chamber a hill of i omplaiut against the said 
Gardiner for witchcraft, sorcery, keeping of 2 toad[s], holding 
ol irreligious opinions, or for anj other matter, and fur what. 

7 Item what do you know or have heard and by whom that 
the said Gai diner held opinion or gave out speidies that he 
thought that there was no God, or that God hath now no 
government ol thi world or that man need not (are whether 
he do well or ill, for that h« shall he saved or damned as he is 
[irt deslint d, or did hold otlnr irreligious or unehristianlifce 
opinions, and what were they, and whether have you at any 
lime ch< eked or rebuked him therefore 

DepoiUion of Cyeelye Steed, wile ol Johu Steed ol Last Smith- 
iicld, aged 14 

4 “that she heard Mr Stypkin himsi 11 in his lifetime sa\ that 
In had preferred into this honorable Court of Si.ir Chamber a 
hill of eoiiiplaiiit against the said Mr Gardyncr for very foul 
matter ” 

Deposition of Mary Rowland, daugbti r of John Rowland, de- 
ceasi d, aged ,10 y ears 

4 “she hath htard the said Stijikiu sav that he had preferred 
sueh a bill into this honorable Court against the said i omplain- 
anl ( oiitainiiig such bad matters as be mentioned m this Iiitcr- 
rogatorv 

5 “That Stepkin, in the time of his sukness whereof he died, 
would exclaim against the said Mr Gardyner (he complainant, 
and seemed to he of opinion and conceit that the ill usage and 
dcahugs he had received at the said complainant’s hands was 
the very cause of hi& sickness, and in the extremity ol his sick- 
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nees, when he could but even stir himself, would cry out and 
say, ‘O that I had him here'’ (meaning the said complainant) 
‘He IS the cause of my sickness'’ ” 

6 That Stepkin “before he died did very christianlikc forgiv e 
the said Mr Gardyner” 

7 That Stepkin had said “that the said Mr Card) ner was of so 
di\ilish opinion that he thought there was no God, and that 
We had no government in the world, and that no man would 
efcre how he lived, bet ause hewas predestinated tilhi r to salva- 
tfen or damnation" 

Dfposition of Lawrince Browne of Birmondsi v Streit in tin 
parish of St Marv Magdalen, Surrey, h athersellc r, aged tO 
3 That John belles of his own accord bound ovirthis depo- 
mnt, Ralph and Christopher Pratt, and Kobi rt Swan to keep 
till peai e vet he had met tiles at tin loot of laindon Bridgi , 
and VI elh s told him “that it was not ^'elh s that was the cause 
thi reof, hut that which \V< lies elid in that behalf was by the 
procurement of Mr Gardener" 

1 That in Hilarv or hast er term last, Gardiner had him arn sled 
with a InlHal out of the King’s Bench, that thi d( p mi nt told 
(hrislojihf r f owper his neighhoiir and a Iriend of (rardiner s, 
that he (deponent) had heard a wbitsti r (w hose nami he did 
not know) say “that hi would aekuowhdgc and eonfiss his 
fault to the said Rail Pratt opcnI> in the ( hureh, and ask \ ' n- 
geanee against the said Mr Gardynir, whiih when the said 
f hristoler Cow'per had signihed again unto thi said Mr (<ardy- 
ni r, the said Mr Gaidvner, adding no i redit to this deponent's 
report (or at least would not seem to gise anv ircdit thereunto), 
did ibirt fore arrest him this deponi nt’’ But that when Gardi- 
ner found that deponent meant to proiecd in defending the 
action he withdrew his suit, and afterwards brought an action 
of waste against him 

Deposition of Thomas Ducki ol London, upholsterer, aged 40 
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2 “that the said Gardynet did sue and cause this deponent to 
bo attainted of perjury by a jury of 12 men in Southiiark for 
lostifyinf; in a matter betwixt the said complainant and one 
Baker, and the point of the supposed perjury consisted in this 
this di ponent di posed before the Justices of Assize at Croydon 
in Surrey' about 16 years past m llic suit betwixt the said com- 
idaiiiant and the said Baki r that i ertain goods, as a table m a 
frame, stools, mattriss, and siiih other things 11010 King and 
standing in I lie said i omplainant's house, or to such effcot, and 
thoroupoii ihf said lomplainaut endtaioiired to prove this de- 
ponent perjured, bi 1 ause lie supposed the said tables and suth 
other things iveri not standing and ‘•o having a jury whom he 
had in some aive, and some his poor neighbours, found this 
poor deponint guilty of pirjuri And afterwards, this depon- 
( III labouring to attaint thi jury (as indeed he had done if Mr 
lustice 'southeott had not taki 11 up the matter), Mr (.ard\ncr, 
till complainant, unexpectedly on this deponent’s part, sought 
an 1 nd and agrei in< nt at this deponent’s hand in the matter, 
and thereupon the said Mr Cards nor and this d poinnl did 
make laih to other a gi iii ral release or acijuittanii of all 
ai lions whatsoe\ i r ’ 

Deposition of Agues tX elles, wile of Jolin W riles ol htraliord at 
Bow, aged 23 

2 That her husband was tenant of soini lands of Ralph Pratt 
in BermonilBo istriet and that Gardynir “earnestlv willed 
this dejioninl's husband to pay no rent for the saini lands 
to anv person or persons what-oever, saying he would de- 
ft nd this deponent s husband of and from all danger or incon- 
\ enit nee” 

3 “That the said Mr Gardyner did pirsuade and set on work 
till' deponint s husband to pretend claim and title to the said 
lands, and to prosecute suit for the same, persuading this de- 
ponent's husband that he had right to the said lands and w ould 
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be a mean to help him to the same lands by suit of lav " But 
that her husband did not think he had a right to the lands till 
Gardyner persuadtd him. 

4 And that Gardyner told her husband “that if the cattle of 
the said Pratt came upon the said lands, that this deponent’s 
husband should kill them, and should further use against the 
said Pratt all the hard means and ill iisagi hi loiild" 
a That Gardyner paid tin costs of the suit 
8 “That her said husband is utterly undoni by those means, 
inits, and quarrels before specified, and thereby is enforced to 
! fly and depart from hir, liaMiig her and 2 iliildrtu in viry 
gnat want and distress ’’ That Gardyner did not recompense 
hi r husband, and onlv lent him dOs 

PcposKio/i of ll.ilph Pratt of St Mary Magdah ii, Bi rinondsi \ 
Street, iiti/cn and h athersilh r oi London, aged '>') 
b “that till said tiles hath confissed to hull this di|ioneiil 
that tbi said complainant had usi d vert evil di .ding lov ards 
him, and ^hat he i ausi d him the said ilh s to abusi fins rlc- 
ponent for wliii li tlu said Vl'illes said hi would opi iily in the 
ihiirih ask this depoiitnt forgivem ss, and say ih.il tin said 
Mr Gardy IK r w as the < ause thereol and iioni i hi Andsaith 
further that at another time at L.iinhf th lht‘ said Wi Ih s, he- 
fort Thomas [’Moyrtsj, Robirt Swanni, and othirs, did ask 
this deponent forgiveness upon his kiiei s for the ahuM hi had 
offired to him this deponent bv means of the said Mr (tardy - 
ncr ’ Wi lies also eonfessed “that the said Mr (.ardyner pro- 
f iired him unlawfully to make a ditch or div ision hi Iwixt the 
said two half-acres, which the said Vtelles did areordingly, at 
whieh time this deponent eame unto him ami aski d the said 
l^ellis what he meant, to dig his ground and to use him so 
badly, w hen unto he answered, ‘Mr Gardyner makes me do it 
I cannot choose hut do it, or I must run away 1 have nothing 
for my pains hut coarse bread,’ and withal said, ‘I know I 
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urong you’, and with that threw down his spade, went his way, 

and said he would me ddle no further in it” 

Deposition of Robert Swanne of Bermondsey Street, aged 40 
4 That Gardynfr told Welles, when he saw any of Pratt’s eattle 
on the land in quest ion, to “kill them or throw them in ditches” 

6 That Welles said “that he would openl> lonfess it in the 
ehurdi and ask thi said Mr Pratt forgiveniss, and that he 
would point unto him the said Gardener as he was in the 
ehiirch, and say, ‘Thi plague of (,od fdU upon thee’ There thou 
art that hast made mi abuse Mr Pratt' ’ That afterwards at 
Lambeth 'Welles begged Pratt’s pardon on Ins knees, and 
“till ri withal wept ver^ bitterly, protesting that Ins const n nee 
miidi moved him, that he w,is so inisi rabh that unjustR he 
Would In misled b\ the wn ki d procuri ment of another man" 

(1 

fl'ifiS, Mas Star riiambi r Proe Khz St fh S/GSli/ld] 

Gardiner against Ryther et ,al Depositions on behalf of de- 
fendants 

Deposition of Kdw ard W ebbe of Darne. Kent, aged V) 

7 He stated that In had not heard “that the plaintiff did give 
the said ^ clshe [I'dward ^ elslie the elder] a pair of host of 
velvit and a fill hat Iniid with vdvet, but he hath heard 
sav' that the plaintiff did give the said Welshe a doublet of 
satin, and that he was alwavs welcome to the said Gardener, 
and had ment, drink, and lodging at his housi .and that he was 
well used at the plaintiff's house for anything this deponent 
doth know or hath hi ard to the contrary' 

Deposition of jovee Clerki , wadow, of St Marv' Somerset Lon- 
don, aged 72 

6 1 hat 'W elshe said to Harris that “he was the worse for Gar- 
dener and sailh further that the said W elshe did say to her 
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that the day had been that he was a justice as well as the said 
Gardener”. 

8 “That the said Welshe. at his coming to the said Harm s’ 
house had on him an old doublet, the bodj n hereof \vas canv as 
and the sleeves satin, rugged and torn an old pair of vtlvet 
breeches, and an old felt hat lined with velv i t Hot the said 
Welsh* did not tell her that Mr Gardi ni r gave him tin sami , 
neither did fh( said Welshe say to her that the said Mr Gar- 
dener was not his friend, nor did say to her that the plaintill 
was or had been his friend, but he said to In i that he was tin 
worse of the said Gardener, and further that when his son 
eami to him. In would send him to Mr (gardener lor nionev 
wheriwitli to pay for such things as Harm s did disburse for 
him in his sickness Hut she heard not tin said Vi i Isln say hi 
would sf nd to the plaintiff to borrow mom v of him \nd “Jith 
further that she did not hoar the said VVtlsln inaki any great 
eornplaiiit of his estate and misirv ” 


<li 

[1588, lime Star (diamber Proi hdi/ St Gh S/f.^h/l ] 
(rardini r against Ryther et al I)i positions 
Depositton (on behalf of plaiiitiff) ol Flizabith ( obb y, si rvanl 
of W illiam Gardyner, esquire, aged 30 

1 “that when the same Wi Ishe i anie to hi r said masti r's lioiise 
from one Mr Saunders he was vi ry mi k and ill al cast, ilotfn d 
with very poor and ban appari I anil [sirj a vi rv biggarly 
estate whereupon her said master, taking soon pity id him, 
did upon his own charges hi stow upon him in w apparil and 
shirts and other things neeessary and iimvcnient for him and 
for the rei ovtry of his health ” 

2 “That her said master the lomplainant did bestow divers 
and sundry times money in physic for tin health of the body 
of the said Welshe ” And when he w'as better hi seemed willing 
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to leave Gardyner’s house and go to Richard Harrys of Lon- 
don, fruiterer, and afterwards returned to the said Gardyner’s 
house, where he “would from time to time during his abode at 
her master's said house say he was indebted unto the said com- 
plainant her master, and was a man unto whom he was greatly 
bound and one without whom lie could not bve, and wished 
and will hoped that the said complainant her master during 
his the said Wel-ln s life would not troiihle him for his debts” 

/)eposit(«fi(onheliairor defi ndants)of \lu(, the wife of William 
I’reist of Stratford at Bow, ag(d 70 

7 After a diseription of tin opening of the chest containing 
Vi'elsho's cl( eds and so forth, she said that “Mr Gardener hath 
heen with her (this dtpoiieiil) to know of her what she could 
sa> or depose touching the said chest of writings and further 
saith that the said (»ardvner the cumplainant did the n e ndcav- 
our and go about to persuade he r to deliver unto him the 
said w ritings (w hii li were take n away indeed before), and fur- 
ther did go about to [lersuade he r to comt to one Robinson's at 
Slralfeird in the Row to him, and there to drink with him and 
talk with him there. aboiits saving unto he r that he veould give 
that uiiio lier and to her said husband whieli should very 
well please and content them ’ But the deponent did not go to 
Robinson's 

Deposition (on behalf of defendants) of "Vt ilhain Preist of Strat- 
ford at Bow, millwright aged 78 

He said that the ehest of writings was left at his house by 
Wel-he because he boarded ^clshe’s children 
7 That Gardener sent his servants diveis times to eome to him, 
promising that if he would say what was m the chest, he 
“would give unto him what recompense he would and such 
as shouldwcll coiite nl him, biitthatGardjner did not ‘ direct 
this deponent what he shoiiid say or depose in this matter or 
what he should kenp secret 
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Deposition (on behalf of defendants) of Chnstopher Elhott, of 
Stratford at Bow, schoolmaster, aged 40 
7 That Gardjncr, on New Year's day last, laine and asked 
him whether “Hi ary Lane had been with him, and whether 
that he bade him to remember whether be found anj acqiiit- 
tanie or copy of recognirancc or not, and this di poni nt madi 
him answ'er that the said Lane had not been with him to any 
suih I nd And doth utterly deny that the said Mr Gardyner 
did then or at any other time indirectly dial with this depon- 
ent in any unlawful coursi either what to depose or what to 
keeji serrel as is supposed” 


elii 

|l)BH,Ma\ Surrey Mu'.terRolh pr butrey Bciord'soi ,ii 210 ] 
['I Jhi ( I rlfifii a]te [ojf vs V(illiani Howard esquiei William 
Mon , Thomas Brow lit and Frauni is ( art we knight i s di piilii 
111 uti nanti s the righti honorable, the lord Lharli s Howard 
of i llingliain lo liigbe ailmyrall of Fngland and lo In ii- 
ti iiaiinlt of the [couii]tie of Surrey of all sui h horses liirnishi d 
lor lauiiets and lighlhorsis as also I’twlroiiells whnli are 
founile within [ ]d ini reased within tht same sniin 

the ri c eipte ot her Majesties letters dm (ted to hiS lo ind 
[ M]ayt IMlffl] 

[laurieesj lighlhor[ses] Pi [wtjronells fairsh l[le6j 
William (,ardenour 1 12 


t squier 


Miiskettes yualli\crs [ | 

2 2 2 


elm 

[Temp Lhz Ibidem, p 31h ] 

[Iannis] hg(ht horses] 

W ylliam Gardnerd esquire j J 
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[Temp Eliz Ibidem, p S25 ] 

Launces Lighthorses 
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J 
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[IjBH, \upn‘^t B M LdnMlo>\no Manuscript 36, No 3 ] 


amrs 

of Lompan^is m London, mct( to lend 
Tacather sell* & girdicrs: / 

money 

l( ttr 

Hugh Oifltv 

CCC” 

'1 

Sl( ph( n ‘^(nne 

(.( C" 


William (jardner 

CCf 

'I 

'J'fioina« 1 )aun‘'< i 



'J'hoinas lb rbert 

C" 

<1 

Mi^lri-i l5r<Miri<h( widowe 

( 11 


lohii Nelson 

(11 


jm 


clvi 

fl5B7, Dtrcmber 2 ( lo*;. f^oil 30 Eli/ (.;34;l,J12 J 

Walter Kalcgh of Colliton Kalegh, Devon, knjght, (artvv 
Kalepli of ( o^'lnt , ^ ilts, csqiim , and ^ illiam Saiinderson < iti- 
/en and fishmonger of London, acknov^ledged that they and 
ia<li of th( ra owed \3 illiain Gardvner of I3armondse>, Surrey^ 
csqinre i] 000 to be paid on ( hnstmas next, and if they should 
not pa^, the sum was to bo raised on iheir lands and goods 
Dated 2 Dee 1 >87 

“Tbt condition of this recognizance is such that if the above 
bounden Sir Walter Rah gh, knight, Carew Ralegh, and Wil- 
liam baunderson, or anv of them, or the heirs, executors, ad- 
unnistralor", or assigns of them or of any of them, shall truly 
pa> or cau'^e to be paid unto the abov e named ilham Gardy- 
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ner, his executors, administrators, or assigns, the sum of £630 
of lawful money of Lngland in the fourth da\ of June next 
coming after the date above written, at the now dwelling house 
of the said William Gardener in Barmondsey above written 
That then this present recognizance shall be void and of none 
effect, or else to stand and abide in lull force and strength 

elvu 

[] 591, Trinity Queen’s Beach KB 27/1318y'38y ] 
England On the Friday after the Morrow of Jloly Trinity hur 
Chriblophcr Hatton, Lord Ghantellor, in liis proper person 
cami into Court and produted a rt« ord of (dmnr cry as ioIh)ws 
PLujta 111 Caneellana Michaelmas Urm, 32/33 Eli/ (1590) 
The Queen directi d her close writ to the Sin nlT ol Sum \,it- 
(iting the recognizance as above A piece pi to warn Can w and 
William to be before us m our Cbaneery on tin Oi tav<‘ of St 
Michael, to show cause why their goods should not be levied 
and ddivertd to Vt illiam Gardyner Dated J8 Sipttiuber J2 
Ell/ (l59U)b The shenli returns that thtv havf nothing, el( 
The Queen directs a new cIom writ to him, duted 12 Octohi r, 
summoning Carow and illiam lor the Octave of St Marlin 
Tht shcrilT rt turns as befori 

Wilbam Gardyner asks execution against the defeiidaiil'*» At 
a htanng at Westnimstir, on the Quind( nf olEa&trr, iJEliz 
(1591), eounsil for the dtfcudanls says that Halegh paid the 
sum of £630 

A jury ul twelve £1 men of Bermondsey was lo tonic for a Inal 
on iht Morrow of Holy Trinity , but no one camt on the Hheriff s 
writ of venire facias The Court ordered distraint on them to 
appt ar three wteks after Trmily On that day (^ardym r s at- 
torney and Carew Ralegh and William Saunderson camt in 
person, but no jurors came The Court ordered the trial re- 
ferred lo the Surrey Assizes on July 8 On that day a verdict 
found for Gardyner, that he should have exetution of 
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£1000 On Saturday after the Morrow of Ascension, 36 Ebz 
(] 1 May ISO'l), Gardyner's attorney acknowledged satisfaction 
of the debt 

(Iviii 

[1589, Ma> and June Court of Requests Proc Rcq 2^^104/34,] 
ISiiholas Sander of Ewill Surety, esquire, against William 
Gardener, esquire 

Sander\ Bill oj ( omplainl “Whereas Your Majesty’s sdid sub- 
jict, having occasion to use mom j,” in September last asked 
Williuin Gardemr of Southwark to lend him £100 for six 
months at ten pt r 1 1 iit W liliam Gardener replied “that he had 
a very fair gilding wliidi was both voung and sound, and if he 
[Sander] would givt him eighteen i>oiinds for his gelding, he 
would 1ft him have loursforc and two pounds inori ” to make 
up the £100 The plaintiff agricd, and two days afterwards 
he was given possession of tin gilding, which, “niter being 
traveled nor any way used hy your said suhjet t noi any of his 
sertanfs, hut led from tht said Gardy nor s stable in Southwark 
to another stable in the Spilth without Bishop^gate, died" 
Then upon the |>laiiitill wiiit to tlii defendant and told him 
the gelding was dtad, and that he hopt d he would not have to 
p.iy for him, as he w as supposed to ht sound But the df fend- 
aiit, “neither regarding the sudden death of the said gelding, 
which no doubt grew hy reason of sonu disease that he had 
when the said Gardymer dthvercd him, whith thing thi said 
Gardyner did eer> well know,’ will not onlv not lend the 
money, hut IS suing thf plaintiff at the common law for £18 for 
the gelding 

(mrdener's Ansurr This difendant “being possessed of a very 
lair and sereueablc gilding and (hv his servant) having the 
same m eamp in Her Majesty's late service at Idbury,” the 
plaintiff was v ery anxious to buy it, hut the defendant “utterly 
ri fused to leave or sell the same until the said serviee was 
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ended” The plaintiff wrote, and in other wa>s offered to buy 
the gelding for fifteen or sixteen pounds, and at length decided 
to buy It lor £18 and to borrow £82 to make up 1100 \fter the 
debvery of the gelding, the plaintiff dtlayi d titlu r n (( i\ing it 
or giMng a recognizance for the £82, and did not pa\ lor the 
gelding, for which the dtltndaiit sued him Iboiit Iim or six 
da>s alter the deliv< ry of tlu gelding tin difiiidanl sent a 
servant to the plaintiff, and the servant on hi^ n turn “di - 
dared unto this defendant that he uas advertised that th< said 
lomplainant was rodt forth of town an<l that he was told by a 
woman that kerpctli thi (ompininant s house ih it tlu said 
gelding wab dead, who demanding the caii^i then ol, answi rt d 
that she knew not, unless it were for want ol iiu at or by riiean'^ 
ol htting ol hull Lhuid” 


(hx 

|]58*h Manli 31 (riuJdhall, Journals ol tin ( oiirt ol 

(.omiiiun Cuumil, 22/2T7(/ ) 

Ileni by thg saul aiithont\ it < ua< U d and agrei d that a 
Icltir of atloruc) shall he iiiadi and thi ro.nr ion suil ol thi-i 
( il) iherf unto pul, authorising th< n by Vi illiani Dalhv , 'u nth - 
man, in the name ol th^ Mj\or and t oiiiim>iiall\ aiul 1 ili<'« ns 
ol this C it> , to rnt( r into tirtaiii pands ol ground Uing m 
(j<.orge’’b h lelds in Southwark and oth< r plan k in tin ( ounl v 
of Surrey, now or late in the linun of AXilliain Ourdiiu r, 
lealhcrsdler, or ol his assigns, and in the nami of tlu said 
Mayor and tlu ( ommoiially and latizens ol this ( it\ to warn 
the said William Gardiner and his assigns and all llu <u ( upu rs 
then of from tlu possisbioii and onupatum of llu same 

clx 

[1589, June 3 Oasent, Acts of Pmy ( f 5AW-/J.S9, 237 ] 

A b tter to Sir Owen lloplon. Sir Georgf Barnes, knights, AV li- 
liam Howard, Edmond Bowycr, John Parker, and Vihlham 
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Gardmer, esquires to call before them one Nicholas Fox and 
Robert Morman, ^^ho by troublesome and unconscionable 
means molested and imprisoned one Thomas Welch To en 
large Welch, examine witnesso, and settle the case according 
to equity 

clxi 

[158^, Auguht 22 Daseut, Acts of Prny Council^ L5S9^ 55 ] 
*‘A b tier to VI ilbam Howard, Thomah Vine enl, Robe rt Lyve- 
b(y, Edward Billinghaiu, Edward Rowycr, and William Gar- 
dfinjcr for the county of Surrey, letting them understand that 
will r« as ( crtoii holdiour^ iinplun d in tlu late v o\age of Portin- 
gall doc in a most di'^obedienl *'ort assemble them selves to- 
gt the r in troojies u]qiou the highc wayi s, and do olFer violence 
to divcr^jc ol her Majostn's hubjeit**' contrary to the lawes 
oi lli( nealiric ” to apprehend offenders by means of good 
watch, to imprison those who rciusi to disperse and go home, 
aud to luraish passports to tho^e found to be eouformablc 

cKn 

[1590, Easter Fcti of Finis CP 2'>/'^urr J:, 32 l-^ljiS ] 
Ibtwttn William Gardi m r, csquin c|ULrcnt, and William 
RrydgewJttr and Agnes Ins wife, defoitianfs, and William 
Bry dg< w dtor, son and heir of the aforesaid W ilLam, dc fore lant, 
of the fifth part of 20 nnssuagos, 6 gardens and 3 acris of 
meadow in the parish of hi Ulavi , houtbwark, quitilaimed 
for lh< defon lants and tlu lu irs of Agiu s to W dliam Oardvucr 
and his heirs for 100 

clxui 

[1590, Easter Queen » Bt-ueb K B 27/1313 359d ] 
Middhst\ In an action of trespass on the case, the plaintiff, 
John Hertford, gentleman, obtained a judgruint to recover 
ht> 0 12 against the defendants, W iliiam Gardner and Margaret 
his wife Execution awarded against the goods of the defend- 
aut** 
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clxiv 

[1590, Easter Exchequer of Pleas, Plea Roll 176/14] 

M lUiam Waste administrator of Robert Mote, late of Lam- 
beth, Surrey, gentleman (who is said to have died inlestatc ), 
comes into by Ins attorney on May 15 of this term and sieks 
by bill against Thomas Heron, gentleman, submarshal of tins 
Exchequer, alias the said Thomas Heron, citizen and grocer 
of London, in a pica of debt of LIO, alleging that Heron on 1 
August, 10 Eliz (1568) sealed and dclivc^rcd two vvrilings 
obligatorv of £5 each, payable respettively on Easier 1560 and 
Easter 1570 Heron has never paid Wavte cites his letter ol 
administration dated 27 January 1589/90, and demands £20 
damage s 

clxv 

[ 1590, Michaelmas Exthi quer ol Picas Plea Roll 378, 25 J 
October 12, 1596 In a pica similar to the fon going, VI' ayte ex- 
hibits two further writings cdilig.ilciry ol £5 each allege cl to 
have been made 2 August 1568 by Heron to Mote, .end ji.iyablc 
respeu tivc ly liu Eastc r 1571 and Paste r 1 572 WaMc s c itc s ins 
Inter .IS lie tore, and demands £20 d nn.iges lor the iic'np.iy- 
111 Hit 

(Kvi 

[1590, Michaelmas Exchequer of Pic as. Pie a Roll 378;24 ] 
ISovc inber 28, 1590 In a pie a similar to the liircgonig, ayte 
exhibits four more wiilings obligatorv ol £5 laih iilbgiei to 
havt been made liy Heron lo Mc»tc 2 August 1 5t>8 pay able re - 
spcetively on the Easters of 1573, 157‘1, 1375, anil 1570 He 
again e ites his letter eil administration and di inand- £10 dam- 
ages for th( noupaymenl 

tKvii 

[1590, Trinity Queen’s Reueh K 13 27eJ3H,d97 ] 

An action ol trespass brought 20 May, 32 Eli/ (1590) by 
Thomas Askew e, plamtilT, against Thomas Shepperde , senior, 
241 


B 



SHAKESPEARE VERSUS SHALLOW 


defendant PlaintifiF alleged that one John Payne had demised 
a lease of a house and garden in Bermondsey to him, and that 
defendant wrongfully kept possession 

clxvill 

[1590, Trinity Queen’s Bench K B 27/1314/197 ] 
William Gardner, esquire, jilaiutifif, lirought a bill against 
Thomas bhepperde, senior, difendant, in a pica that on 26 
March 32 Eliz (1590) the defendant owed him £31 10 0, pay- 
able on demand Gardner was awarded a judgment for £3B in 
all for the debt and ilamages 

clxix 

[1590, ’Michaelmas Chancery Proc C3/222/7 J 
Askewe against Payne Payne s Demurrer 

The Demurrer ol John Payne esquire, one of the defend- 
ant'-, to the bill ol complaint of Thomas A-kewe, eom- 
plainant 

The said defendant saith that the said bill of cijmplamt ex- 
hibited against him into this honourable Court is for the most 
part \ery untrue, uncertain, and iiisulhcient in the law to be 
answered unto, and tin matti rs therein contained, framed and 
imagined by the said complainant of purpose (as this defend- 
ant thmketh) to \ex and molest this dclendant rather of malice 
than upon any good cause or ground of suit The advantage 
of exceptions to the uncertainty and insulhcii ncy whereof to 
this defendant at all times hereafter saved and reserved, for 
answer thereunto this defendant saith that true it is that he 
the said difendant was possessed for the term of two years or 
thereabouts of and in a certain tenement or messuage and 
garden with the appurtenant es situate lying and being m Bar- 
mondsey in the county of Surrey, and so being thereof pos- 
sessed, did permit and suffer one Thomas Shepparde to hold 
and enjoy the said premises as tenant at sufferance to the said 
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defendant, by force whereof the said Thomas Shepparde was 
of the said premises accordingly possessed, but this defendant 
saith that the said now complainant, by pretence of a grant 
supposed to be made by the said defendant to him the said 
complainant of all his interest m and to the said premises 
commented suit at the common law by action of trespass 
against the said Thomas Shepparde in Her Majesty’s Court 
commonly called the King’s Bench, in which suit, the said 
parties having pleaded to issue, the same by nisi prius was 
brought down to be tried at the last Assizes holden for the 
county of Surrey, at which trial one WiUiam Gardiner, esquire, 
uncle to the said complainant, together with one Nicholas 
Chacklej, hi« servant (as this defendant now remembreth his 
name), were produced as witnesses to prove the supposid title 
of the said lomplainant in and to the said premises, who upon 
thiir oaths piiblitly then and there did afiirm and testifv, as 
this dt fondant doth remember, that this defendant, John 
Payne, did assign over all his interest in his said term to the 
now complaiijant at which time in like sort the said defendant, 
being produced on the part and behalf ol the said Shepparde, 
did according to his know ledge and conscience deliv er his testi- 
mony to the jury then impanelled for the trial of the said cause, 
that he the said defendant had not assigned all his interest and 
term to the said complainant, but that the said Shepparde w as 
tenant at sufferance to the said defendant, by which testi- 
mony of the said defendant the said jurors were induced and 
did accordingly find that the said Shepparde was not guilty of 
the said trespass laid to his charge, which the said Gardiuer 
perceiving, and seeing his testimony to be of no better credit 
with the said jury, hath since endeavoured and by all means 
possible doth seek to discredit the said defendant’s testimony, 
for which purpose (as this defendant is induced V'erily to be- 
lieve) the said Gardiner not only dehvered very slanderous 
words against this defendant, charging him with perjury, 
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whereupon this defendant was moved for his purgation to 
bring his action of the case against the said Gardiner, but also 
hath (as this defendant is persuaded) procured the said com- 
plainant, b( mg his sister’s son, to prefer this frivolous and 
malicious bill into this honourable Court, cither hoping thereby 
to entrap this defendant m his oath for the preserving of his 
own credit touching the testimony by him deliv ercd at the trial 
of the said cause and thereby to procure further eoiiiitenance 
to his said oath, or else practising to make a second oath in 
affarmance of the first, by being examined and deposed as a 
witness in this honourable Court, whereupon this defendant 
doth demand judgment of this honourable Court whether this 
defendant, after his former oath, and after a terdict in this 
behalf already past, shall be eftsoons compelled to make any 
new oath or farther answer, and prayeth to be dismissed out 
of this honourable Court with his reasonalile costs and charges 
in this behalf wrongfullv sustained M Lewis 

cKx 

e 

[1590/1, February 5 Chancery Deircis and Orders 
A1590/-1591 

Thomas Askewe, plaintiff, John Payne, defendant 
Tht Court was informed by the Attomcy-lrem ral [Sir John 
Popham], being of the defendant's counsel, that tin plaintiff, 
before exhibiting his bill, had brought an action of trespass 
against Thomas Shepard for a tenement and garden in Ber- 
mondsey Street, which Shepard held, and that tin jilaiutiff 
had taken action on a pretence that the defendant had assigned 
all hi8 interest m the premisi s to the plaintiff, and produced 
WiUiam Cardyncr, esquire, his uncle, to depose at the trial to 
that effect The jury, upon the defendant’s deposition on She- 
pard 8 behalf that he had made no such assignment, found the 
said Shepard not guilty “And yet the said Gardiner, finding 
himself grieved that the said jury gave no more faith to his de- 
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position, hath procured the plaintiff to exhibit a bdl into this 
Court against the defendant for proof of a pretended assign- 
ment, contrary to the said verdict, intending thereby either to 
entrap the defendant uponhis oath by his answer or by some ex- 
amination of him in this Court, or else to procure some colour of 
credit to the testimony given by the said Gardynerto the jury ” 
It was ordered that Mr Hussey, one of the Masters, should con- 
sider whether the information be true, and the cause, upon his 
report, to be dismissed according to the defendant’s petition 

clxxi 

[1590, November 21 Slate Papers Domestic, Eliz , 236, f 54] 
Persons for loan of money [sc to the Queen ] 

Surr/ Willm Gardner of Barmondsey esqr fdff £50 [sic] 


Tohn Pavne gent £30 

Jli< hard Rither £20 

Baiihe Pratt £20 

James Chiball £20 


[A’ofc Only»]3 other person® in the loiinty are assessed 
much as £50 ] 

clxxii 

[1500/1, Hilary Exchequer Bills and Answers, Ehc and 
Tames I, Surrey E]12/Eh7 Surrey /40] 

Thomas Heron, plaintiff, against M'llham Gardyner and 
Wdliam Wayte, defendants 
Herons Bill of Complaint 

To the right honorable Sir William Cicill knight. Lord 
High Treasuier of England Sir Roger Manwoode 
knight Lord Chief Baron of her Majesty’s Court of 
Exchequer And to the right worshipful the rest of 
the Barons there 

Surrey Humbly complaining sheweth unto your good Lord- 
ships, your dady orator Thomas Heron of the parish of St 
Martin’s in the fields near the City of London, gentleman, 
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Marshal of her Majesty’s Court of Exchequer, That whereas 
about two or three and twenty years past there was a cer- 
tain reckoning and account between your said orator and one 
Robert Mote, gentleman, deceased, for certain debt claimed by 
the said Mote to be due by your said orator unto the wife of 
the said Robert Mote, late widow of one Skyres, whereupon by 
mediation of Sir Nicholas Heron knight deceased, late brother 
to your said orator, (upon reckoning and account had) an order 
and end was taken between your said orator and the said 
Robert Mote, and all debts and duties by ^our said orator any 
waj due to the said Mote or his said wife (except the snm of 
nine pounds) about two and twenty years past were fully paid 
and satisfied by the «aid Sir Nicholas Heron knight, for and in 
the behalf of your said orator unto the said Robert Mote, and 
afterwards the said Robert Mote, by his last will in wilting, 
made one Johane Tayler his executrix, and, by the same his 
last will or otherwise, left unto her the said lohane divers lands 
copyhold and freehold, and about seventeen years past died, 
the said Johane being under age, during whose' minority the 
administration of the goods and chattels of the said Robert 
Mote was committed unto one William Wilson, one of the 
supervisors of the will of the said Robert Mote, who, having 
the government of the said Johane Tayler, being under age, 
and of her portion of goods, and compacting with one W'llliam 
Gardyner of Southwark in the eounly of Surrey, between them 
both to enjoy the goods and lands of the said Johane Tayler, 
by compact between them the said WiRon and Gardyner, they 
married the said Johane to one Wilbam Wayte, a certain loose 
person of no reckoning or value, being wholly under the rule 
and commandment of the said Gardyner, after which marriage 
be ing performed, the said Gardyner (having the said Wayte at 
his commandment) procured the said William Wayte, and the 
said Tohane his wife by the hard dealing of the said Wayte, 
for small or no consideration to convcY the lands of the said 
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Johane unto the children of the said Gardyner, whereupon the 
said Johane Tayler, seeing her goods and lands to be gotten 
from her, consumed and wasted, not long after died, after 
whose death the said Gardyner procured a letter of admims- 
tration of the goods and debts of the said Robert Mote un- 
administered, to be committed unto the said WiUiam Wayte, 
as an instrument by whom he hoped to make some profit, and 
afterwards finding some notes or bills of reckoning betw een the 
said Robert Mote and your said orator, by the procurement of 
the said Gardy ner suit was commenced against your said orator 
in the name of the said U'llham Wayte upon two bills of five 
pounds apiece, surmised to be made bv your said orator unto 
the said Robert Mote, whereupon your said orator, calling the 
matter to remembrance, and that upon reckoning between 
your said orator and the said Robert Mote there remained mne 
pounds or thereabouts unpaid unto the said Robert Mote, upon 
tonference and speech had with the said Gardyner, who was 
the whole dealer in the said cause, and used the name of the 
said Wilhajii Wayte (being at the said Gardyner his command- 
ment) but only as a mean to reap some profit, your said orator 
coniluded with the said Gardyner to pay unto the said Gar- 
dyner to the use of the said Wayte mne pounds, the which 
your said orator did truly pay and give assurance for, being all 
which in law or conseieiin your said orator any ways ought 
unto the said Robert Mote, or unto the said William Wayte in 
the right ot his said wife or otherwise The which money being 
paid, and your said orator thinking all matters to be ended, 
and himsdf fully discharged from the said Wayte, and having 
some eonfidenec in the good dealing of the said Gardyner, being 
a justice of peace, who was the only dealer in the said action, 
your said orator did neglect to require a general release from 
the said William Wayte, since which time now so it is, may it 
please your good Lordships, that by compact between the said 
Gardiner and the said William W'ayte there is suit commenced 
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in her Majesty's Court of Exchequer in the name of the said 
William Wayte as administrator unto the said Robert Mote, 
against your said orator for the sum of thirty pounds contained 
in six several bills or writings obligatory of five pounds apiece, 
in the which by two several declarations it is surmised that 
your said orator, by six several obligations or writings obliga- 
tory% dll bearing date the second day of August in the tenth 
year of tho reign of our sov crugn lady Queen Eli/abeth, should 
bei omc bound unto the said Robei I Mote m the said six sev eral 
suras of money of five pounds apiece, amounting m thf whole 
to the said sum of thirty pounds, whith said surmised obhga- 
tions are suhsenhed to be sealed and dilivered in the presence 
of a notary or scrivener, whireas in di ed there was never any 
such of the same name there subscribed, neither did your orator 
ever makt, seal, or deliver anv such obligations or hills obliga- 
tory, neither hath there been any knowledge or mention of any 
such bills obligatory by the space of two and twenty years and 
more, ncithi r can there any due proof be prodiieed either of 
the making, sealing, and delivery of them, or any yf them, yet 
nevertheless tin said William Cardyner and William Wayte, 
intending that the said surmised obligations bearing date so 
long time past (by credit and countenanee of the said Gar- 
dyner, and such moans as he can use) shall i arry credit with a 
jury, without any due proof, against your said orator, the said 
Gardyner and Wayte have commenced and do prosecute suit 
thereupon at the common law against your said orator In 
tender consideration of the premises, and for that your said 
orator can make due proof that your said orator and his said 
brother have fully satisfied and paid all such money, duties, 
and reckonings as any ways were due by your said orator unto 
the said Robert Mote, his executors or administrators, and for 
that the said Gardyner and Wayte, or any of them, are not 
able to make proof of any the said surmised obligations to be 
made, sealed, or delivered by' your said orator, may it please 
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your good Lordships to grant unto your said orator the Queen’s 
Majesty’s writ of subpena to be directed unto the said Wilham 
Gardyner and Wilham Wayte, commanding them and either 
of them thereby under a certain pain and at a certain day per- 
sonally to appear before your good Lordships in Her Majesty’s 
Court of Exchequer Chamber, then and there to answer to the 
premises, and further to stand to and abide such order and 
direction therein as to your good I^ordsliips shall seem to stand 
with right, equity, and good conscience, and also to grant unto 
your said orator the Queen’s Majesty’s writ of injunction to 
be dirc< ted unto the said W’lIliamGardynerand William Wayte 
and e\ery of them, their counsellors, attorneys, and solicitors, 
commanding them and e\cry of them thereby, under a certain 
pain, to surcease and stay their siuts at the common law upon 
the said surmised obligations, and not any further to proceed 
therein until the premises shall be heard and ordered here m 
this Court, and \our said orator shall pray unto God lor the 
preservation of your good Lordships in honor long to continue 
> Wm Price 

fiat breve dt subpena secundum formam istms petitionis 

elxxiii 

[1590/1, February 5 Chancery Decrees and Orders, 

A1 590/359] 

John Lute, plaintiff, against William Gardyner, esquire, de- 
fendant “The plaintiff is adjudged to pav the defendant 20s 
costs appearing in tins Court upon a Subpena to rejoin, and no 
replication in Court ” 

( Ixxiv 

[1590/1, Hilary Feet of Fines C P. 25/5urr H 33 Eliz ] 
Between William Gardyner, esquire, and Richard Gardyner, 
gentleman, son of the said William, querents, and Edward 
Newporte, gentleman, and Anne his wife, deforciants, of 24 
acres of meadow in Camberwell, quitclaimed by the deforci- 
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ants for themselves and the heirs of Edward to William and 
Richard and the heirs of William for £80 

clxxv 

[1590/1, March 20 Close Roll, 33 Elit C54/1397 ] 
Between Bevdl Mowlesworth, citizen and goldsmith of Lon- 
don, and Wilham Gardener of Southwark, esquire, and Rich- 
ard Gardener, gentleman, his son Recitts a mortgage dated 
10 October 1590 by which Thomas Cure of Southwark, esquire, 
made over to Mowlesworth the Red Lion, a brewhouse in the 
High Street, in the parish of St Sa\ lour’s, and a house adjoin- 
ing It on the north, as security for the payment of £110 on 17 
October 1591 For a sum unspecified, Mowlesworth makes over 
his rights in the property to the Gardeners Deed enrolled 28 
August 1591 

(Ixxvi 

[1391, Easter Court of Wards and Listries, Entrv Book of 
Decrees and Orders M'ards Misc Books 89/138, 139 ] 
Thomas Walker against William Gardyner i 
Whereas 'J’homas W'alker, gentleman, exhibited his bill of com- 
plaint into this most honourable Court against William Gar- 
dyner, defendant, alh gmg thereby' amongst other things that 
whereas one Edward Wclshe deceased was in Ins life time seized 
of certain lands and teuemerils in the counties of Surrey and 
Kent, part whereof being holden ol the Queen’s Majesty by 
knight's service in chief, and the said Edward W elshe, being of 
such estate seized, about twentv years past by good and suffi- 
cient conveyance and assurance in the law conveyed part of 
the said lands and tenements to one Scly Wnghte [i c Sly- 
wright], who by the like conviyance conveyed the same over 
to Anthonye Walker, the complainant’s father, and whose heir 
the complainant is, and that a livery and |)rirn( r seisin did 
grow and accrue unto the Queen’s Majesty by and after the de- 
cease of the said Anthonye, and that the defendant, contrary 
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to all eqmty, did seek to sue forth execution of one recogniz- 
ance of five hundred pounds, acknowledged by the said Ed- 
ward on 6 June 3 Eliz [1 561] with condition for the indemnity 
and saving harmless of the said defendant of one recognizance 
of three hundred pounds, wherein the said defendant and the 
said Edvard Welsho did stand bounden to one Robertes for 
payment of a lesser sum to the said Robertes, and also for the 
payment of one hundred pounds to the said Gardyner at the 
days and times limited in and by the condition of the said re- 
cognizance, that IS to wit £50 thereof to be paid unto the said 
Gardyner the third day of August then next following, and 
other fifty pounds thi 30th day of St ptember then next follow- 
ing, and that the said Gardyner was saved harmless by the said 
Welslu against the said Robertes of the said recognizance of 
three hundri d pounds, and that the said Edward Welshe did 
also satisfy the said sum of one hundred pounds at the days 
and times limited for the payment thereof bv the condition 
aforesaid and that the defendant had by his deed sufficient in 
the law rifeasod and discharged the same, yet the said defend- 
ant, contrar\ to all equity and contrary to all good and honest 
dealings, sought for to sue forth execution upon the said recog- 
nizance and to extend the land whereof Her Majesty was to 
haxe lixery and primer seisin as aforesaid, to the prejudice of 
Her Majesty and to the great loss and damage of the said com- 
plainant 

Unto which bill the said defendant ajipcared and made his 
answer and denied the said deed of release to be his deed, and 
the matter proceeded untd issue was joined and witnesses ex- 
amined .ind publish! d, and the matter proceeded to hearing, 
and div ers days spent m the hearing thereof, and forasmuch as 
ujion the full and deliberate hearing thereof it seemed unto 
tins most honourable Court that the said defendant was saved 
harmless of the said recognizance of three hundred pounds 
against the said Robertes, and that the said hundred pounds 

251 



SHAKESPEARE VERSUS SHALLOT? 


(the nonpayment whereof the said defendant affirmed to be 
the cause why he would sue execution) was truly satisfied and 
paid unto the said defendant by the said Welshe, for the 
reasons and proofs hereafter partieularly mentioned, viz for 
that the said recognizance of five hundred pounds being ac- 
knowledged almost thirty years past, and the said Edward 
Wclshe lived until about these seven years last past, yet the 
said defendant could not prove that ever he demanded or re- 
quired payment thereof, which by all likehhood he would not 
have forborne so long time if tlic same had remained unpaid, 
moreover for that one acquittance was showed this day in open 
court sealed and subscribed by the said defendant, as the plain- 
tiff affirmed, and so it seemed unto this C ourt, whereby he had 
absolutely discharged the said rciopiiizanee of five hundred 
pounds, and for that liki wise one other acquittance, subscribed 
and sealed by the defendant, as it seemed to this Court, was 
show'cd forth, testifying the pav mi nt of fifty pounds, parcel of 
the said sum of one hundred pounds, and also for that a copy 
of the said recognizance was showed in court whcrKui was en- 
dorsed that the same was made void, and that endorsement 
subscribed by the said defendant, as likewise seemed to this 
Court, and for that the said defendant did not nor could not 
show any good matter why be should take benefit of the said 
recognizance, but only alleged that the said acquittances were 
forged and were not his deeds, whereas the said release had 
been heretofore tried and found by a verdict of tw elve men to 
be the said defendant’s deed, and the supposition of forgery (in 
such as the said defendant charged therewith) heretofore ex- 
amined and heard in the most honourable Court of Star Cham- 
ber, and the defendants there cleared and dismissed with their 
costs, upon dU which matters and proofs, this Court was of 
opinion that the said acquittance or release showi d forth in 
discharge of the said recognizance was the deed of the said de- 
fendant, and that there was no cause why he (the said defend- 
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ant) should sue execution upon the said recognizance Never- 
theless because it was further alleged on the part of the defend- 
ant that there was more lands hahle to the said recognizance 
than the lands of the said complainant, and the purchasers of 
other of the lauds of the said Edward Welshe’s tv ere not to be 
reheved in this Court, for which cause this Court could not take 
any absolute order or decree as touching the making void of 
the said recognizance, it is therefore ordered by the consent of 
the said defendant, that the said defendant shall permit and 
suffer the said oomplainant and his heirs to have and enjoy the 
profits of his laud, whereof he is to sue his livery to his or their 
proper use, notwithstanding any exceution or extent hereafter 
to be had or sued by colour or reason of the said recognizance, 
and for that the said defendant, not satisfied with the former 
trial by verdict at the common law, greatly desired to be re- 
ferred to another trial by verdict concerning the said release. 
It is ordered and decreed by this Court with the assent of the 
said defendant that the said release shall receive a trial by a 
jury of the^ ountv' of Kent (part of the lands liable to the execu- 
tion lying within the said county), which jury', for the more in- 
diflcrency and for avoiding of corrupt dcahng in the impanel- 
ling thereof, shall be nominated and appointed by the Justices 
of the Assize of that county, whom this Court desireth to take 
so much pains And it is further ordered and decreed that the 
trial shall be at the King's Bench bar at Westminster, and 
the same trial and verdict to be had and jirosceuted with all 
effect, and to be final in the cause 

clxxvii 

[1591, July 24 Close Roll, 33 Eliz C54/1402 ] 

John Stubs, citizen and fishmonger of London, acknowledged 
that he owed William Gardiner of Bermondsey, Surrey, esquire, 
£200 Dated 24 July 1591 Condition, the fulfilment of a pair of 
indentures made 24 July 1591 between the parties abovesaid 
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clxxvui. 

[159], June 8 Patent Roll, 33 Ebz , pt 7 C66/1362/18] 
As Samuel Thomas, the Queen’s servant, had by a certain in- 
denture dated 9 November 26 EIiz [1584] bought from William 
Gardyncr, esqmre, all that water mill called "‘Sainte Johns 
Mylne”, lying next a certain place called “Horsey Downc” m 
the parish of St 01a\e, Surrey, and a pightel called “Harpe 
Leys’’, a close called “Crossf Leys”, held of the Queen in chief, 
to have and to hold to the said Thomas and his heirs forever, 
which alienation was made without royal licence, therefore by 
the Queen's grace, and for 10s , the Queen pardoned the said 
Samuel and granted him the premises Dated at Westminster 
8 June 33 Ehz 

clxxix 

[1591, November 26 Patent Roll, 33 Ebz pt 8 C66/1369/26] 
As Wdbam Gardyner, esquire, by an indenture dated 29 Sep- 
tember 24 Eliz [1584] bought from Samuel Thomas “St Johns 
Mill, Harpe Leys, and Crosse Leys” m the parish of St Olave, 
Southwark, to have and to hold to the said William and his 
burs forever, which alienation was made without royal licence, 
therefore the Queen pardoned the said William, and lor 4l)s 
granted him the same lands Dated at Westminster 26 Nov- 
ember. 

clxxx 

[1592, June 23 Dasenl, Acts of Privy Council, hyJl-1592, 551 ] 


Letters to the justices of pi ace to prevent riots on Midsummer 
Eve or Night by apprentices, by placing and maintaining 
strong watch 

.‘surrey 


Mr Gardiner 
Mr Bowier 
Mr Parker 


for the 
precincts of 


Newington 
Kentish Street 
Barmondsty Streete 
Chnek, Paris Garden 
and the Banckside. 
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clxxxi. 

[1592, July 9 Ibid , 1592, 19-20 ] 

“A letter to Mr Harbert, Master of Rcquestes, Sir William 
More, knight. Doctor Porde, Mr Bowyer, Mr Parker, Mr 
Gardyner, or to ame three of them ” To scrutimze the examina- 
tions taken of “sondrie apprentizes and other dysordred people 
theire adherentes that were parties in the late greate outrage 
and dysorder commytted in Southwark”, to take further ex- 
aminations and to send them to the Privy Council 

clxxxii. 

[1592, July 15 /6id, 28-29] 

“A letter to Mr Rookebie, Master of Requestes, Mr Sollyci- 
tour Generali, Sir George Barnes, Sir Richard Martin, knightes, 
George Moore, Mr Bowyer, Mr Gardyner, esqmres. Justices 
of Peace in the county of Surrey, Mr Darnell, Mr Dale, Mr 
Fuller and Mr Buckley’, counccUours at lawe, or to anie six, 
four, or three of them ” To eonsider of the examinations taken 
“of the apprentices and others that were at the great disorder 
and outrage that latelie was eommytted m Southw ark” and to 
make a speedy report, that order may he taken for the punish- 
ment of offenders 

clxxxill 

[1592, June 17 Close Roll, 34 Ehz C54/1430 ] 
Nicholas Saunder of Ewell, Surrey, esquire, for £2,000, sells 
to Wilham Gardiner of Bermondsey, Surrey, esquire, and 
William Gardiner his son, the ‘mannor, farme, or ttnemente of 
Lagham otherwise called Laiigham Parke,” with all its appur- 
tenances, which camp to Nicholas Saunder after the death ol 
his father, the late Nicholas Saunder, esquire, and “dll that 
parke called Eagham alias Laiigham Parke”, contammg 600 
acres in “Godston abas Wolkensted, Tanriche abas Taurigge, 
and Crohurste”, which were sold 27 March 27 Ehz (1585) to 
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the elder Saunder by Richard Brookman, of London, gentle- 
man The G ardmers are to be discharged and saved harmless 
from all extents on a recognizance made 5 May 12 Eliz (1570) 
by ivhich Robert Cooke, gentleman, acknowledged that he 
owed 300 marks to Julian Fisher, widow, of Godstone To the 
Gardiners is assured the yearly rent of 40 marks due on a lease 
made by Nnholas Saunder the son, 28 December 1590, to one 
James Dodd, of a parcel of the premises for seven years Saun- 
der warrants the Gardiners for two years from all other claims 
Deed enrolled 9 Noi ember IIOJ 

clxxxiv 

[1592 Close Roll, 34 Ehz C54/1435 ] 

William Gardyner of Btrmondsey, Surrey, esquire, acknow- 
ledged that he owed £600 to Nicholas Saunder of Ew ell, Surrey, 
esquire To be defeasanied if £500 is paid on 8 November next 
m “the nowe mansion of Margaret Saunder widdow scituate 
within Sainct Mar} spittle without Baishiqisgate London” 

clxxxv 

[1592, Mav and Sipt Star Chamber Proe St Ch 5;L4/40] 
Henry Lane and Richard Rither, plaintiils, against 5Vilham 
Gardner, esquire, defendant Deposition') 

Deposition, 8 May 34 Eliz (1592), of Mfrdliam Gardyner of Ber- 
mondsey Street, Surrej, esquire 

1 That the release shown to him “was not this deponent’s re- 
lease or acquittance, as he \crj well knew and was assured in 
his conscience ” 

7 That Alice Priest was examined as a witness before Mr. 
J one s, one of the examiners in Chancery “This defendant doth 
well rt member that he did send unto the said Alyce to come 
to be examined and to declare the truth of her knowledge on 
this defendant’s behalf and no more,” and that she “had not 
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any thing for her pains or travel taken in that behalf, except it 
were her charges m coming to and from her dwelhng house”. 

8. . but this defendant is very sure that he did not confer 
with the said Alyce Pryeste touching her examination, neither 
did this defendant give or promise to give unto the said Alyce 
Pryeste any gift or reward to depose or come to he examined 
other than her charges aforesaid, neither did the defendant use 
any persuasions or threatening words or speeches unto the said 
Alyce thereby to draw her upon her said examination m the 
Chancery to deny, contrary, or to thu art her said former de- 
position orderly and duly taken ” 

9. That before the said Alice was last examined, the defendant 
“did request Mr Younge, a Justice of peace, to call the said 
Alyce Pryeste before him and to examine her” as to whether 
the defendant asked her to dchver him a chest or writing of 
Welsh’s That upon the verdict being given against him, he 
sued out a new icire facias, and the reason why the matter was 
brought to trial in Surrey “was because this defendant was in- 
formed by h'# learned counsel that it w as best it should be there 
tried because the lands m question did lie within the county” 

1 1 “Albeit he taketh himself not compellable to answ er there- 
unto, sdith that neither this defendant nor any other to his 
knowledge did deal or practise with the said John Hasellrigg, 
then undersfaeriff of the said county of Surrey, to return any 
panel or jury for trial of the said issue at the denominations of 
this defendant, as is supposed, howbeit the defendant did re- 
quest the said undersherilF to return some honest men to be of 
the said jury, whose names this defendant might perchance de- 
clare nnto the said undershenff, which this defendant hopeth 
he might lawfully do But this defendant doth deny that he 

or any other by bis means or to his knowledge did give or pro- 
mise to give any rewards, gifts, or promises to the said under- 
sheriff for to do the same otherwise than as he lawfully might ” 
14 He “doth utterly deny that any speeches used by this 
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defendant to the said Draper tended to persuade the said 
Draper to deny the said supposed release to he his deed” 

Deposition, 13 September 34 Eliz (1592), of John Mdler of St 
Mary Magdalen, Bermondsey, leathersellcr, aged 51 

1 He said he had known William Gardjmcr for 40 years, and 
that “the said William Gardyner is reputed and aecounted 
amongst his neighbours to be of good and honest conversation, 
and to be a just and true man in his words, promises, and chal- 
lenges” 

2 That he heard Gardyner say to Rither in the parish church 
of Bermondsey, before seven or eight of the parishioners, “that 
he, the said Rither, was by a judgment of the same Court [Star 
Chamber] committed to the Fleet for libelling against the said 
Mr Gardyner,” and that Rither replied “that the said Mr 
Gardyner did so overweight'd him fsii] the said Rytlicr in the 
said honourable Court of StarChamber with friends and money 
that he could have no right” 

Deposition of John Jefferson of Bermondsey, leatherselli r, aged 
44 

2 He gave the words that jiassed between Gardiner and Rither 
as follows “Rither, you know what you should have, if you 
had right you should he committed to the Fleet " Rither re- 
plied, “You overwcighed me with money and friendship ” 

clxxxvi 

[1592, May Star Chamber Proc St Ch 5/G43/31 ] 
Henry Lane and Richard Rither, plaintiffs, against ilham 
Gardiner, defendant Depositions on behalf of the defendant 

Deposition, 25 May 34 Ehz (1592), of Thomas Mayowe of 
Darent, Kent, husbandman, aged 27 

7 He said “that about 7 weeks last past and more, one Swdl- 
son . didtellthis deponentthatMr Gardyner and Mr Young, 
a justice of peace, had caused and procured a woman to be ex- 
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ammed and to forswear herself [’] directly against that which 
she had sworn before”. 


clxxxvu. 

[1592, August Star Chamber Proc St Ch 5/L35/10 ] 
Henry Lane and Richard Rither, plaintiffs, against William 
Gardyner, esquire, defendant 

Depositions concerning a suit between Walker and Gardyner 
in the Court of Wards, m which a book of acquittances with 
Gardyner’s signature was produced to compare with his signa- 
ture on the deed of release of the bond of £500 to W elsli (which 
release Gardyner said was forged) Deponents say that no 
proof could be found that the signatures were the same 

Deposition of Nicholas Chaukley, servant of William Gardyner. 
aged 23 

He said that Rythcr told him he was weary of the suit, and 
would like to come to a settlement with Gardyner, the depon- 
ent therefore arranged a meeting between them “this depon- 
ent’s said master and the said Rither met together upon cer- 
tain grounds of this deponent’s said master called the Craungc, 
beyond Southwark, where they walked and talked together a 
good while Rut what words passed between them this depon- 
ent cannot tell, by reason he stood a good space distant from 
them, saving that at the time of the departure of the said 
Rither from the said Mr Gardyner, the said Ry ther used these 
words or the like in elfect, viz ill you^ then get it as you 
can, and I will defend it as 1 may ’ ” 

clxxxviu. 

[1592, November 25 Star Chamber Proc St Ch 5/R15/10 ] 
Richard Ryther and Henry Lane, plaintiffs, against William 
Gardener and Henry Draper, defendants. 

259 



SHAKESPEARE VERSUS SHALLOW 


The Rejoinder of William Gardener and Henry Draper, de- 
fendants, to the replication of Richard Ryther and Henry 
Lane, plaintiffs 

They say that everything in their answer was true “and m no 
sort craftily or cautelously contrived in words or terms to 
shadow the truth” that the bill of complaint and the replica- 
tion “and every the matters, causes, circumstanees and things 
therein contained, be very false and frivolous, untrue, uncer- 
tain,” etc (The defendants were accused of perjury and sub- 
ornation of perjury, ete ) 


clxxxix 

[1593/4, 25 January Ilawardc, Let Reportes del Cases 
in Camera Stelluta, 1,2] 

In Camera Stellata die Veneris 25 Januarij 1593, Elizab 36, 
adonque presente, Sur Kci per, Archcuesqiie del Canterherye, 
Ch Just do Banco, Ch Baron d’exchequer, L Stafford, L 
Bukherst, S'' Thomas Hennage \iee-chamherltin, S' John For- 
tescue, chaunceller d’exchequer < 

It was moved between Lane, plaintiff, and Gardiner and 
others, defendants The case was lor peijury, for this that Gar- 
diner, in the Court of Wards upon proof there that he had 
sealed, subscribed and ddivcred a ‘gencrall relleasse’ to one 
Ryder, now dead, had deposed that it was not his deed, and so 
in this Court, being heard at S* Albon’s, it was ordered for the 
default of the plaintiff that he could not come to his books 
which were in a house m London in which seven persons had 
died of the plague between October last and January, and this 
was now moved to stay the hearing, but it could not prevail, 
and so, on the default of the plaintiff for want of the books, 
they proceeded to hear the cause Serjeant Yelverton and Ser- 
jeant Healle with the plaintiff It was ordered by the whole 
Court that Gardiner, the defendant, be dismissed by the great 
favour of the court. 
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cxc. 

[1593, March 14 Close Roll, 35 Eli? C54/1462 ] 

John Pope of Stanwcll, Middlesex, gentleman (son and heir of 
Paul Pope, late citizen and scrivener of London), for £450, 
sells to Wilham Gardyner of Barmondsey, Surrey, esquire, and 
Wdliam Gardyner his son, the messuage and appurtenances in 
the parish of St Mary Magdalene, Barmondsey, occupied by 
the late Raulfc Walker, and seven tenements and yards there 
in the respective occupations of Edward Wilkinson, ‘lether- 
seUer’, Nicholas Wise, ‘straunger’, Richard Crofte, ‘Cord- 
wainer’, Hughe Lane, ‘pointmaker’, William Daye, ‘Smyth’, 
Agnes Horsham, ‘widovve’, and Richard Smyth, ‘weaver’, also 
an orchard used for a whiting place, now or late in the tenure 
of Thomas Burton,* Pointmaker’, one garden plot in the tenure 
of Richard Wall, Arnold Wood, and WiUiam Domer, and one 
pightcl of land now an orchard, with a yard adjoining, in the 
tenure of the said Wilham Domer, John Marrowe, ‘Gardyner’, 
and Thomas Forden. ‘letherseller’, adjacent to ‘the howse of 
William WJlker in Barmondseystreete on the south part and 
vpon the land leading to certame tenementes belonging to the 
said William Gardyner on the north part and the hige waie on 
the westpart and the laiides of RaulTe Pratt on the east part’ 
Pope covenants that neither he nor his father received of 
Wdliam Walker or Eh/abeth his wife the sum of £310 men- 
tioned to he paid in a proviso contained in a pair of indentures 
dated 6 October 30 Ehz (1588) between the said Walkers and 
Paul Pope Deed acknowledged by John Pope in Chancery, 3 
November 1593, and enrolled 15 March 1593/4. 

CXCl. 

[1593, April 17 Dasent, Acts o / Privy Council, 1~)92-1393 , 192 ] 
A letter to Mr Gardyner, Mr Yonge, and Mr Keale, appointed 
by the Privy Council to distribute to “divers souldiers and 
marryners hurt and maymed m her Majesty’s services” two 
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shillings each every Saturday for twenty weeks, “giving straight 
chardge unto them to forbearc to demaunde almes in the 
streetcs or els where duringe the contynewaunce of this allow- 
auucc, uppon paine, being so taken begginge, to loose the bene- 
fitt therof and to be whipped as rogues and vagaboundcs . . 
And therefore jou male do well to devyde your selves so as 
one male paie seclie as are of London, an other those that are 
of Mjdlesex and the third make payment to the rest that are 
of Southwark, which wee rcfcrr to your dyscrecions” 

CXClI 

[1593, INovcmhcr 2 Close Roll, 35 Ehz r.5'l/14b0 ] 

John Pope of Stanwcll, Middlesex, gtnthraan, arknowledged 
that he owed £900 to Vi'ilham Gardyner of Bermondsey, Sur- 
rey, esquire, to be paid on the Feast of St Andrew next (30 
November 1593), dated 3 November 1593 To be dcfeasanicd 
if the conditions mentioned in a pair of indentures of bargain 
and sale dated 2 November 1593, between the said John Pope 
and the said William Gardyner and William Gardyner his son, 
are fulfilled 


CXCIU 

[1593/4, March 10 Close Roll, 35 FJiz C54/1462] 
Henry Saunder of the Inner Temple, gentleman, and Nicholas 
Saunder of Ewell, Surrey, esquire (sons of the late Nicholas 
Saundir of Surrey, esquire), for £660, sell to William Gardiner 
the younger, of Bermondsey, Surrey, gentleman, and William 
Waite of the same, yeoman, the Rectory and Parsonage of 
Ewell, and that water mill called ‘the nether mill’ with two 
closes adjoining, in reversion after the death of Margaret Saun- 
der, widow of Nicholas Saunder, deceased Provided that if the 
said Margaret die before 13 March 1594/5, Gardiner and Waite 
on request shall regrant the premises to Nicholas Saunder for 
£660 to hold until the said 13 March 1594/5 at the yearly rent 
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of a peppercorn. Provided always that if the Saunders on 13 
March 1594/5 shall pay to Gardiner and Waite £660 at the 
elder Gardiner’s house in Bermondsey, this indenture shall be 
void and of none effect 


cxciv. 

[1593/4, March 10 Close Roll, 36 Eliz C54/1483 ] 
Nicholas Sauuder of Ewell, Surrey, esquire, and Henry Saun- 
der of the Inner Temple, London, gentleman, two of the sons 
of Nicholas Saundor of Ewell, esqmrc, deceased, aeknowledged 
that they owed William Gardyner the elder of Bermondsey, 
Surrey, esquire, £600, to be paid on the Feast of the Nativity 
of St John the Baptist next (24 June 1594) To be defcasanced 
on the fulfilment of the articles contained in a pair of in- 
dentures of hargaiii and sale of the same date, betiveen the 
said Nicholas and Henry Saunder and William Gardyner the 
younger of Bermondsey, gentleman, and William Waite of 
Bermondsey, yeoman 

• cxcv. 

[1591/4, March 10 Close Roll, 36 Eliz C54/1485 ] 
Another entry of the recognizance last mentioned 

CXCVl. 

[1594, March 30 Close Roll, 36 Ehz. C54/1485 ] 

Nicholas Saunder of Ewell, Surrey, esquire, acknowledged that 
he ow cd He nry Saunder ol the Inner Temple, gentleman, £500 
To be defcasanced if the said Nicholas fulfils the conditions of 
a certain deed indented bearing the same date 

cxcvu 

[1593/4, March 17 State Papers, Domestic, Eliz 248/33 ] 
Wdliam Waad, Clerk of the Privy Council, writes to Sir Robert 
Cecil . your Honour may perceive by this certificate from 
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Mr. Gardener that the search was not well performed by him, 
notwithstanding the instructions he had besides the letter. And 
in that part of Southwark which doth appertain to London, 
there was no search made at all ” 

cxcvui 

[1594, June 22 Close Roll, 36 Eliz C54/1485 ] 
Richard Cowpcr of Cajiell, Surrey, gentleman, and John 
Younge of Chichester, Sussex, gentleman, acknowledged that 
they owed £200 to William Gardyner of Bermondsey, Surrey, 
esijuire To be defcasanced on the payment of £105 to the said 
William Gardyner at his house in the parish of St Mary Mag- 
dalen, Bermondsey, on December 27 next 

CXCIX 

[1593/4, January 25 and February 11 Chancery Proc , 

Ser 11 240/27] 

William Gardiner, plaintiff, against Wilham Withens, Thomas 
Newman, and John Thompson, defendants 
Gardiner' Bill, sworn 25 January 1593/4 

To the right honourable Sir John Puckering, knight. 
Lord Keeper of the Great Seal of England 
In most humble manner complaining showeth unto your hon- 
ourable good Lordship your orator Willyam Gardiner of Bar- 
mondscy in the county of Surrey, esquire, that whereas Thomas 
Neweman and John Thomson, by the trust which your orator 
reposed in them and of the good assurance he conceived of 
their faithful dealing towards him, had zccen ed full and ab- 
solute authority from your orator to buy divers and sundry 
houses in Barmonse streete in the said county of Surrey to 
your orator’s use then being to be sold by one John Hobson, 
and accordingly they did, about live years last past, buy to the 
use of your orator the said houses in Barmonse aforesaid for 
the sum of £520 or thereabouts of lawful money of England, 
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the most part being m hand paid to the said Hobson, of your 
orator’s money which they had in their hands, and the rest 
your orator was bound to pay at a short day after, and the said 
Neweman and Thomson, having received into their or either 
of their bands and custodies the assurance or assurances of the 
said houses, lands, or tenements, and your orator having divers 
and sundry times demanded the same, they the said Newe- 
man and Thomson most fraudulently, contrary to the trust m 
them reposed and contrary to their faithful promise on that 
behalf made, did detain, keep, and wrongfully withhold not 
only the assurance or assurances of the said houses and the 
rents, issues, and profits of the said lands by the space of a 
year or two, but also demised and let several leases of the same 
to divers persons for fines to the value of a great sum of money, 
contrary to all right, equity, and good conscience, and after, 
your orator demanding account of the rents and profits thereof 
by them received, the said Newman and Thomson made an- 
swer that they would neither pay any money nor make any 
account for *he same except your orator would give them a 
general a< quittance and so to trust them of their credit to an- 
swer and satisfy jour orator, which j’our orator (nothing doubt- 
ing any such deceit) made to them or one of them a general 
acquittance as he required, after which acquittance so made, 
the said Neweman and Thomson, neither respecting their credit 
nor caring to keep their jiromise, not onlj sold the said land 
committed of trust unto them to one Robert Wythens and 
Willyam Wjthens his son, with whom they were chiefly com- 
pacted to deceive jour orator, but also untruthfully demed 
either to render an account of their indirect proceedings or to 
pay that which was due to your orator, the said Neweman 
adding withal further, that he would not care to deceive his 
own father to do Wjthens good These their deceitful deahngs 
and falsified promises notwithstanding, so it is, if it may please 
your good Lordship, the said Neweman, under the greatest 
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show of friendship studying to use his uttermost deceit, when- 
as your orator bought of one John Stubbes, about four or five 
years last past, one messuage or tenement with certain land 
belonging to the same, situate in Eltam, for the sum of £600 
of lawful money of England, sending the said Newman to the 
said Stubbes to take notice of the covenants and to make a 
draught of the assuranec between the said Stuhhes and your 
orator, the said Newman going accordingly and taking notice 
thereof as aforesaid, for his own private lucre and commodity, 
without respi et of credit or care of good conscience, and con- 
trary to all right, in the end did eonvey tht land to the said 
Robert and William Wythens or one of them for the said sum 
of £600, the said Robert Wythens giving the said Newman ten 
pounds to deceive your orator, and the said Newman and 
Thomson or one of them would say they had greatly augmented 
the said W'ythens, and not refrain to tell it openly, that when 
they first dealt with him he had not above two or three thou- 
sand pounds, but now by their endeavours in putting the same 
money to usury, they had made him worth near twenty thou- 
sand pounds And whereas your orator willed the said Newman 
and Thomson (having although a very good opinion iii them) 
to buy of one Mr Neweport divers lands m Camberwell, and 
carefully to look into the title of the said lands and tenements, 
and to the assurance thereof promising them what bargain 
they made he would aceoniphsh the same, and they seeing your 
orator so addicted to them as to believe their words and pro- 
testations, whereas they bought it for £140, they did most un- 
eonscionably and unjustly put in the writing £160, and also to 
the further loss of your orator, whereas they assuredly knew 
the assurance of the said lands and tenements to him to be 
made was worth little or nothing, by reason the land was en- 
tailed long before the same assuranee then to him made, yet 
they to deceive your orator did disburse his money therein, 
contrary to equal and honest dealing, and to your orator’s 
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great lose and damage thereby In tender consideration where- 
of, and for that your orator hath no remedy by the ordinary 
course of the common laws of this realm for to recover any re- 
compense against the said Thomas Newman and John Thom- 
son for the said deceits and fraudulent deahngs by them used 
against him, that therefore it may please your good Lordship 
of your accustomed goodness to grant unto your said orator her 
Majesty’s most gracious writ of subpena to the said Willjam 
Wythens, Thomas Newman, and John Thomson and every of 
them to be directed, commanding them and every of them 
thereby at a certain day and under a certain pain therein to be 
limited, pcrsonallj to he and appear before your good Lord- 
ship in her Majesty’s honourable court of Chancerv. then and 
there diret tly to answer unto the premises and further to stand 
to and abide such order and direction therein as to your good 
Lordship shall seem consonant to equity and good conscience, 
and your orator shall daily pray for the prosperous preserva- 
tion of your Lordship's honourable estate long to continue 
• Jo Spurbng 

The Anwers of Newman, Thompson, and Withens, sworn 11 
February 1593/4 

The joint and several answers of Thomas Newman, 

John Thompson, and William Wit’ncns defendants, 

to the surmised bill of Wilbam Gardener complainant 
The said defendants by protestation say that the said hdl of 
coni jilaint is coutnv ed, imagined, and devised by the said com- 
plainant of his own mahcious,troublcsome, and envious nature 
to the intent rather wrongfully and unjustly to vex, molest, 
and trouble the said defendants than upon any just cause or 
good ground of suit that the said complainant hath agamst 
the said defendants, as tlu eommoii use and custom of the 
said complainant is to deal with all or the most part of men 
with whom he ever had any dealings — still complaining of 
those whom himself oppresseth and olfereth wrong unto, and 
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further by like protestation say that the matters in the said 
hill of complaint are very frivolous, slanderous, and untrue, 
such as are not meet to trouble this honourable Court withal, 
and such as if they were true are properly determinable at and 
by the common law and not m this honourable Court, for all 
which causes, these defendants do demand judgment of this 
honourable Court whether they shall be compelled, adjudged, 
or ordered to make any further answer thereunto, yet if the 
said defendants shall be constrained to make further answer to 
the said bill, then, the advantage of exceptions to the insuffi- 
ciency of the said bill always to the said defendants reserved, 
the said defendants severally say as ensueth And first, the said 
Thomas Newman saith that one John Hobson, citizen and 
haberdasher of London, now wcU-nigh eight years past did 
convej and assure, for the sum of £500 or thereabouts, unto 
him the said Thomas Newman and the said John Thompson 
(one other of the said defendants) by the appointment of the 
said complainant, (and, as this defendant Thomas Newman 
vcr[il]y beheveth and thmketh, rather upon a frnudulent de- 
vice, intent, and purpose of the said complainant to defeat the 
wife of the said complainant of her dower at the common law 
therein, than upon any trust or confidence he reposed in him 
this defendant or the other defendant John Thompson), divers 
and sundry houses and tenements in Barmondscy street in the 
county of Surrey, but chiefly, because the said houses and tene- 
ments were inhabited with honest poor people and near neigh- 
bours to the said complainant, to make instruments of the said 
defendants Thomas Newman and John Thompson to enhance 
the rents of the said tenements in most unconscionable sort to 
satisfy his greedy desire, to the impoverishing of some of the 
poor tenants, and great defamation of this defendant Thomas 
Newman, who because he dealt in that case with the tenants 
more than the other defendant, John Thompson, did many 
times endure many bitter exclamations and curses at some of 
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the tenants’ hands; and by that means the said complainant 
reaped the gain, and the said defendant the shame, and for 
that this defendant Thomas Newman perceived that he should 
rather reap discredit and shame by deahng with the letting of 
the said houses, and enhancing the rents, than any honesty, 
good report, or gam, because the said complainant would cause 
him this defendant Thomas Newman many times to agree with 
a tenant for the lease of some one of the said houses for a fine 
and rent certain, and, the agreement being made, would not 
suffer him to proceed, but deny the agreement again, to the 
shame and great grief of mind of him this defendant Thomas 
Newman, he the said Thomas Newman thereupon grew weary 
with deahng any more with the said tenants and tenements, as 
he had just cause to do, whereupon the said complainant (about 
a year or more after the said houses and tenements were so to 
him this defendant and the said other defendant John Thomp- 
son conveyed) bargained and agreed with the said Robert 
Withens, named in the said bill of complaint, that he this 
defendant 'J'homas Newman and the other defendant John 
Thompson should for the sum of £520, which was paid by the 
said Robert ’Si'itheus or by his appointment to the said eom- 
plainant, convey and assure the said houses and tenements to 
the said Robert Withens and his heirs or such other person or 
persons as the said Robert Withens should appoint, and there- 
upon he this said defendant Thomas Newman and the said 
other defendant John Thompson, upon the request and by the 
appointment and consent of the said complainant, did convey 
the said houses and tenements to the said Robert Withens and 
William Withens his son, one other of the defendants, and the 
said complainant having long before the sale made to the said 
Robert Withens and William Withens received from this de- 
fendant Thomas Newman all such sum and sums of money, 
rents, and fines as he this defendant Thomas Newman had by 
any means received out of or concerning the said bouses or 
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tenements, without conceahng to this defendant’s knowledge 
any one penny thereof, did about the month of December Anno 
1587 make, enseal, and dehver as the deed of him the said com- 
plainant, one general acquittance or release to him this defend- 
ant Thomas Newman, as meet and right was for him so to do, 
and further this defendant Thomas Newman saith that the 
other defendant John Thompson did, for the said complainant, 
bargain with Mr Newporte named in the said bill of complaint 
for certain lands and tenements in Camberwell or thereabouts 
for a certain sum of money (which now this defendant Thomas 
Newman doth not well remember, but he thinketh for the sum 
of £160) and that by the appointment of the said complainant, 
and the said Newporte, hating received the said £160 for the 
said lands, gave to the said defendant John Tliompson £20 for 
driving the said bargain and making the conveyances thereof 
between the said complainant and the said Mr Newporte, for 
this defendant Thomas Newman rcieived the moiety thereof 
from the said Thompson, being a copartner in all gams, earn- 
ings, and profits, without that, that the said Thorpas Newman 
and the other defendant John Thompson, having received into 
their or either of their hands and custodies the assurance or 
assurances of the said houses, lands, and tenements as above 
to them conveyed by the said John Hobson, did wrongfully 
detain, keep, and withhold the same and the rents, issues, and 
profits of the said lands from the said complainant, he having 
divers times demanded the same, as the said complainant hath 
most shamelessly and slanderously alleged in the said hill of 
complaint, for that he this defendant Thomas Newman hath 
for his part answered and paid to the said complainant or to 
some other to his use all such rents, fines, and issues and profits 
of the same houses and tenements as ever came to this defend- 
ant Thomas Newman his hands until the time that the same 
lands and tenements were conveyed as above to the said Robert 
Withens and William Withens, and long before the release 
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made by the said complainant to him this defendant Thomas 
Newman, and without that, that the said defendants Thomas 
Newman and John Thompson did ever make any leases of any 
part of the said lands, houses, or tenements to any person or 
persons before the said conveyance made to the said Robert 
and William Withens but such as the complainant did first 
agree unto, and received or might receive the fines and profits 
thereof to his own use without any denial or gainsaying of the 
said defendants Thomas Newman and John Thompson or 
either of them, and without that, that the said defendants 
Thomas Newman and John Thompson, upon the demand of 
any account of the rents and profits of the same lands received 
by them, the said defendants Thomas Newman and John 
Thompson, made answer that they would neither pay any 
money nor make any account for the same except the said 
complainant would make them a general acquittance, fur that 
this defendant Thomas Newman, who received the most part 
of the rents and profits of the said lands and tenements, if not 
all, had pai^ and satisfied the same unto the said complainant 
long time before the said acquittance made to him this said 
defendant Thomas Newman, and without that, that the said 
defendants Thomas Newman and John Thompson were com- 
pacted with the said Robert Withens and William Withens to 
deceive the said roinplainant, and so, not regarding their credit 
or promise, sold the said lands and tenements to them the said 
Robert Withens and William Withens his son, as the said com- 
plainant most audaciously, to the great slander of the said de- 
fendants Thomas Newman and John Thompson, hath sur- 
mised for that the said < omplainant himself hath bidden Cod 
give them (the said Robert and Wilham Withens) joy of their 
bargain since the same houses and tenements were to them 
conveyed by the said Thomas Newman and John Thompson, 
and without that, that to this said defendant Thomas Newman 
his knowledge, the said complainant did buy of the said John 
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Stubs, named in the said bill, one messuage or tenement with 
certain lands belonging to the same situate in Eltham for the 
sum of £600, and sent this defendant the said Thomas New- 
man to take notice of the covenants and to make a draught of 
the assurance between the said Stubs and the said complainant, 
or that this said defendant Thomas Newman, going accordingly 
and taking notice thereof, did convey the said lands to the said 
Robert and William Withcns or one of them for the said sum 
of £600, the said Robert Withens giving to this defendant £10 
to deceive the said complainant, as the said complainant most 
untruly hath alleged, but true it is that the said complainant 
would have had tins defendant Thomas Newman buy the said 
house and lands at Iiltham of the said Stubs for £600, which 
the said Stubs refused to sell the same at the said price, and at 
length the said house and land of the said Stubs and the goods 
therein being extended upon by the sheriff of Kent upon a stat- 
ute merchant or of the staple, and the body of the said Stubs 
taken and carried to prison to the Compter in Southworke, the 
said complainant (as many times it hath been his cunning and 
shifting devices to work upon advantages, and when a poor 
man is falling, utterly to press him down) sent to this said de- 
fendant Thomas Newman, praying him to go to the said Stubs 
to the Compter (assuring himself that now the said Stubs be- 
ing in this extremity w ould yield to bis prii e), yet vv as he pre- 
vented of his lewd expectation by the providence of God, as 
this defendant verily thmketh and bclievctli, for before this 
said defendant could come to the said Stubs to bargain with 
him for the said house and land for the use of the said com- 
plainant, the foresaid Robert Withens and Margarett liis wife 
had gotten to the said Stubs and bought the said house and 
land and goods and chattels and cattles then extended about 
the same for the sum of £700 or thereabouts, without the priv- 
ity or knowledge of this defendant Thomas Newman, and yet 
the said Robert Withens had been offered the same house and 
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land by this said defendant Thomas Newman long before, who 
then refused to buy the same at the then motion of this said 
defendant Thomas Newman, and without that, that the said 
complainant, to the remembrance of this defendant Thomas 
Newman, willed this defendant Thomas Newman to buy of 
the said Mr Newport© the said lands in Camberwell, neither 
would this defendant Thomas have dealt therein if he had 
been thereunto required, knowing the said complainant to be 
a man of such an evil mind and conversation, that with one 
and the self-same breath he would speak a word and deny it 
again, for so hath he often served this defendant Thomas New- 
man, to his great grief and shame, and without that, that ho 
this defendant Thomas Newman [did] know the said lands or 
tenements to be little or nothing worth by reason the same 
were entailed, for ho this defendant Thomas Newman never 
looked into tlie titk thereof, and without that, that he this de- 
fendant Thomas Newman did disburse the money of the said 
complainant for the same without the privity of the said com- 
plainant to the great loss and damage of him the said com- 
plainant, as the said lomplainant most wrongfully hath also 
surmised, and without that, that any other matter, tause, or 
thing in the said bill of complaint eoiilained which coliccriicth 
this defendant, and material to be answered unto, and not 
sufficiently aiisw eri d, traveised, confessed, or denied, is true 
And the said John Thompson for answci to the said bill, for 
so much as him concerneth, saith that the said John Hobson 
by the appointment of the said Wilhaui Gardiner, almost now 
eight years past, did convey and assure unto the foresaid de- 
fendant Thomas Ntwman and him thisdefendant JohnTliomp- 
Bon certain houses and tenements in Barmondsey streete afore- 
said, and that rather (as he this defendant verily thmketh) to 
the intent to defeat his wile of her dower therein, and to raise 
and enhance the rents thereof to satisfy his greedy desire, and to 
avoid the exclamations of the poor ti nants that dwelt therein, 
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being bis near neighbours, than upon any great confidence ox 
trust he had in them the said defendants Thomas Newman and 
John Thompson, and yet this said defendant John Thompson 
saith that he and the other defendant Thomas Newman have 
more honestly performed the trust in them reposed than he 
thinketh the said complainant would have done if the like had 
been committed unto him, for that he this defendant John 
Thompson saith to his remembrance he bath justly and truly 
paid and satisfied to the said complainant all such sum and 
sums of money, rents, fines, and profits whatsoever which by 
any means ever came to his this defendant's John Thompson’s 
hands out of or concerning the said houses or tenements, and 
the said complainant, having about six years past sold to the 
said Robert Withens and William Witheus the said houses and 
tenements for £520 or thereabouts, which was truly paid to the 
said complainant by the said Robert Withens or by his ap- 
pointment, he this defendant John Thompson and the other 
defendant Thomas Newman conveyed the same houses and 
tenements upon the request of the said complainant and by 
his appointment and with his consent to him the said Robert 
Withens and William Withcns his son, and further the said 
defendant John Thompson saith that trui it is that he the 
same John Thompson by the appointment, at the request, and 
with the consent of the said complainant, did bargain and 
agree with the said Mr Newporte for the said lands, being in 
or about Camberwell as he thinketh, and albeit the said com- 
plainant had given full commission to him this defendant John 
Thompson to buy the said lands for him the said complainant 
although they should cost £200, yet this said defendant John 
Thompson, doing as faithlully therein for the said complainant 
as if the same had concerned himself, bought the said lands for 
£160 of the said Mr Newporte, which lands w ere accordingly 
assured to the said complainant or by his appointment in such 
good sort and with such good liking of thi title and assurance 
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as the complainant then held himself well contented and satis- 
fied withal; and the said Mr Newporte of his own good and well 
disposed mind, thinking he had sold the same lands for so 
much as they were worth, bestowed on this defendant John 
Thompson for his pains taking in driving the said bargain and 
m respect of much travel and making the conveyances, the 
sum of £20, whereat it seemeth the said complainant to grudge, 
for that his nature is, for aught this defendant John Thompson 
could ever perceive, to grieve that any man should live or gam 
by anything that he hath to deal in, and yet this defendant 
verily thmketh he better deserved £40 at the said complain- 
ant’s hands than £10 at Mr Newporle’s hand, lor that he this 
defendant, since the said lands were sold by the said Mr New- 
porte, hath offered the said complainant £320 or thereabouts 
for the same, without that, that he this defendant JohnThomp- 
son was compacted with the said Robert Withens and IX'dham 
Withens to deceive the said complainant, as the said com- 
plainant most untruly hath surmised, and without that, that 
he this defendant John Thompson denied to render account or 
to pay that which was due to the said complainant concerning 
the same houses and tenements, as the said complainant most 
untruly allegeth, and w ithout that, that he this said defendant 
John Thompson did buy for the said complainant of the said 
Mr. Newporte the said lands in Camberwell for £140, or knew 
the title of the said lands to be worse by any entail thereof 
made, other than such as the said John Thompson had made 
the said complainant privy of to the uttermost of the know- 
ledge and skill this said defendant John Thompson had m the 
same title, and without that, that this said defendant .Tohii 
Thompson did, to deceive the said complainant, disburse the 
money of the said complainant for the said lands, but had the 
full assent, consent, and good will of the said complainant to 
do the same, and without that, that any other matter, cause, 
or thing, in the said surmised bill of complaint contained, that 
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concerneth this said defendant John Thompson, and matenal 
to be answered unto and not sofhciently answered, traversed, 
confessed, or denied, is true 

And the said William Withcns, one other of the said defend- 
ants, concerning so mucR of the said bill as toucheth him, for 
answer saith that the said Robert Withens his father, about 
SIX years past, bought of the said complainant divers and sun- 
dry houses, lands, and tenements in Barmondsey streete afore- 
said for the sum of £520, which was justly and truly paid and 
satisfied him the said complainant before any assurance had 
or made to the said Robert \tithens and him tins defendant 
Wilham Withens, for that the assurance was to be made by the 
other tivo defendants Thomas Newman and John Thompson, 
of whose honest, just, and true deabngsthesaid KobertWithens 
and he this defendant William Withens have had so good, 
long, and perfect trial, that they made no haste to demand the 
said assurance, but at their best leisuri s to con\ cy the same, 
who have accordingly performed the faithful trust to them 
therein reposed, and the said complainant, at the lime of the 
assuring of the same lands and tenements, and at otlur times 
since, bad Cod give this defendant William Withens and his 
said father Robert Withens joy of their bargain, and never 
until now of late by the said bill of complaint found any fault 
with the said defendants Thomas Newman and ,Iohu Thomp- 
son concerning the same lands and tenements in Barmondsey 
streete, albeit he this defendant hath been oftentimes in all 
thf ir companies together, without that, that the said Thomas 
Newman and John Thompson were eompaeted with him this 
defendant William Withens and the said Robert Withens his 
father or either of them to deceive the said complainant as he 
most falsely and unjustly hath surmised, and without that, 
that the said Thomas Newman did convey any lands to the 
said Robert Withens and him this d< fendant William Withens 
lying at Eltham, other than by drawing and engrossing certam 
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conveyances of certain lands and goods m Eltham aforesaid, 
■wliicli one John Stubbs, citizen and fisbmonger of London, 
bargained and sold unto the said Robert Withens for the sum 
of £700 or thereabouts, which was paid to the said John Stubs 
or to such as he appointed accordingly, and without that, that 
the said Robert Withens ever gave the said Thomas Newman 
£10 to deceive the said complainant of the said bargain as the 
said complainant most wrongfully hath alleged, for the said 
Robert Withens bargained and agreed himself with the said 
Stubs for the said land, and afterwards sent for the said New- 
man to draw and make up the conv eyances betw eon them, and 
without that, that any other matter or thing in the said bill 
contained concerning this defendant William Withens, ma- 
terial to be answered unto, and not sufficiently answered, tra- 
versed, confessed, or denied, is true, most humbly beseeching 
your honourable Lordship, the premises duly considered, the 
rather for that the said complainant hath as aforesaid im- 
agined and dt\ ised the said bill of very malice to put your said 
suppliants great charges, and not upon any just cause so to 
do,thatitwouldplea&< your Honour to dismiss the said defend- 
ants out of this honourable court with tlicir costs and charges 
which by the unjust vexations of the said complainant they 
have been forced to disburse and lay out 

Lewkenor 


Gardyncr’s Rcjflication 

The Replication of Wdham Gardyncr Esquire com- 
plainant to the joint and several answers of Thomas 
Newman, John Thompson, [sic] defendants. 

The said complainant for rephcatiun saith in all and every 
matter, thing, and things, as he before in his said bill of com- 
plaint hath said, and doth and will aver, verify, maintain, and 
prove the same to be just, certain, and true, in such sort, 
manner, and form, as therein the same bin \ery certainly and 
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truly set forth and declared, and that the same bill is framed 
upon good ground of suit which this complainant hath against 
the said defendants, and not contrived, imagined, and devised 
to the intent wrongfully and unjustly to vex, molest, and 
trouble the said defendarits, as in their said answer is very un- 
truly and slanderously expressed and alleged, uithout that, 
that the said John Hobson named in the said answer did assure 
unto the said Thompson and Newman by this complainant’s 
appointment divers houses and tenements in Barmondsey 
streatc in the said answer mentioned upon a fraudulent intent 
and purpose of this complainant’s to defeat his wife of her 
dot\cr at the common law therein or to enhance the rents of 
the said tenements in such sort, manni r, and form, as in the 
said answer is most falsely and slanderously suggested and 
surmised, and without that, that this complainant hath many 
times caused the said Ncw'man to agree with a tenant for a 
lease of some one of the said housce for a fine and rent certain, 
and, the agreement being made, would not suffer him to pro- 
te< d, but denied that agreement again, in any other sort than 
as this complainant might so do lawfully, and without that, 
that the said Newman and Thompson upon the request and by 
the appointment and consent of this complainant, did convey 
the said houses and tenements to the said Robert Withcns and 
William Withens his son, specified in the said answer, or that 
this complainant, long before the sale made to the said Robert 
Withens and Wilham Withens, received from the said New- 
man all such sum and sums of money, rente, and fines, as the 
said Newman had by any means received concerning the said 
houses or tenements, or that the said complainant did receive 
of the said Robert Withens £520 upon the sale of the said tene- 
ments, as m the said answer is untruly alleged, or that this 
complainant hath bidden God give the said Robert Withens 
and William Withens joy of their bargain, in such sort, man- 
ner, and form, as in the said answer is untruly suggested and 
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alleged, and without that, that the said Newporte gave to the 
said Thompson £20 for driving of the said bargain and making 
the conveyance of certain lands and tenements in Camerwell 
in the county of Surrey between tbis complainant and the said 
Newporte, in such sort, manner, aqd form as in the said an- 
swer IS untruly alleged, or that it bath been many times this 
complainant’s cunning and shifting devices to work upon ad- 
vantages, that when a poor man is falhng, utterly to press him 
down, or that this complainant is of such an evil mind and 
conversation as in the said answer is most falsely, lewdly, and 
slanderously suggested and alleged, and without that, that this 
complainant willed the said Thompson to buy the said lands 
of the said Mr Newporte (named in the said answer) although 
the same should cost £200, or that the said Thompson dealt 
as faithfully therein for this complainant as if the same had 
concerned himself, or that the said lands were accordingly 
assured to this complainant, or by his appointment, in such 
sort, as in the said answer is untruly suggested and alleged, 
and w'lthoijjt that, that anj other matter, thing, or things con- 
tained in the said answers, material or effectual in the law to 
be replied unto, and herein not sufficiently replied unto, denied, 
traversed, or confessed and avoided, is true, all which said 
matters and (lungs this eomplamant is and will be always ready 
to aver and prove, as this honourable Court shall award, and 
prayeth, as he before in his said bill of complaint hath prayed 

ffuller 

cc 

[1594, October and November 
Chanc. Town Depositions C24/243 ] 

WiUiam Gardyner, plaintiff, against Thomas Newman and 
John Thompson, defendants Depositions on behalf of the de- 
fendants 
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Deposition of Margaret Withens of London, aged 60. 

2 That the defendants conveyed to Robert Wythena, her hus- 

band, deceased, and William his son and heir, certain messuages 
in the parish of St Mary Magdalen, Bermondsey, which were 
on Gardyner’s lands, and t,hat the defendants’ names were used 
by him only in trust After the possession of the tenements was 
given, “this deponent, her said husband and son, and the now 
defendants going homewards by the said Gardner’s house in 
Barmondsey Street, they were all of them invited to dinner by 
Gardener, and at this deponent’s coming into Gardner's house, 
the said Gardner, welcoming this deponent with a kiss, there- 
with used these or the like words in effect, iiz ‘God give you 
joy of your good bargain' I am sure you are now in possession 
of It ’ ‘And so are you of our money,’ quoth this dcponent,‘but,’ 
said this deponent to Gardner, ‘if my husband would have been 
ruled by me, he should not have dealt with you, lor,’ quoth 
this deponent, ‘Mr Gardener, you have taken all the fines 
aforchand, and the tenements arc a sort of ragged houses little 
worth,’ or speeches of like effect ” ^ 

3 That Robi rt Withens kept possession of this projierty till 
his death, a peiiod of seven or eight years, “in all which time 
tins deponent, being often in Gardner's company', never heard 
him make claim unto the said lands or any part thereof, or say 
that he was not paul or fully satisfied’’, or that the conveyance 
had been made without his consent, on the contrary, that 
“she many times heard the said Gardner say (as well unto 
her said husband as to herself) that they had a good bargain 
at his hands of the said houses, unto which speech this de- 
ponent would and did still answer him as before, or to like 
eflfeet’’ 

About eight years before the date of this deposition, a certain 
John Stubbs sold land in Eltham, Kent, to the deponent’s hus- 
band, she would however not allow Newman to deal for her, 
but went herself to Stubbs, who was then in prison in South- 
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tvark, and afterwards at the Bull, a tavern in Southwark, the 
deponent’s husband and Stubbs concluded the bargain; “for 
this deponent did then speak and tell her said husband that if 
Newman were acquainted with it, he would drive the bargain 
for him and let others have it when hp had done, and that if he 
were ruled by Newman, he should never buy land, for that it 
was against Newman’s profit that the money which he had the 
disposing of should be laid out upon land, in regard whereof, 
this deponent (not trusting Newman) dealt in the said bargain 
herself with Stubbs” At the conclusion of the bargain, New- 
man was sent for to do the writing, and “she well remembreth 
that the said Gardner, about the time of the said purchase 
making, seemed very desirous to have had that bargain after 
this deponent’s said husband had gone through with it, where- 
upon this deponent’s said husband offered him to forgo it for 
£10, but Mr Gardner would not give it”. 

Deposition of John Bennet of London, vintner, aged 50. 

2 That W il^iam Gardner and Robert ^ itbens often met at the 
deponent’s house in Grace Church Street, and that he “hath 
heard them many times speak of the purchase of the I enements 
mentioned in the Interrogatory, at which times the said Gar- 
dener would and did say that the said Withens had a great 
bargain at his hands of those lands, and that they were better 
worth than his money, but Mr Wythens still said they were a 
sort of rotten decayed houses, and that he made little account 
of the bargain”, but that Gardener, even in the absence of 
Withens, maintained “what a great bargain he sold to Mr 
Withens” 

3 That Gardner often admitted that it was he who sold the 
said tenements, though “the assurance thereof was made by 
the said Newman and Thompson, and the said Mr Gardener 
ever seemed to like well and to ratify what was done concern- 
ing the sale of the said lands to Wythens, bidding him many 
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times in this deponent’s heating, God give him joy of the bar- 
gain, notwithstanding that in merriment, jesting-wise, would 
say that he had a great bargain at his hands”, and that “they 
often met and were very merry together at this deponent’s 
house, as famihar friend? might be”. 


Dcpotition of Thomas Stephens of Bermondsey Street, man- 
ner, aged 50 

4 To tlie interrogatory, “whether do you know or have heard 
that the said William Gardyner at any time did say he re- 
pented he had sold the said messuages, lands, and tenements 
to the said Robert W'ythcns, or any other like words in effect”, 
he deposed “That it may be that the said eomplainant hath 
used speeches to this deponent to the effect mentioned in the 
interrogatory”, but that about a year past, when speaking 
about a small parcel of ground which Gardyner leased to the 
deponent, he (the deponent) told him “that the same ground 
was rated very dear, and that he (this deponent) paid no more 
rent for his dwelling house (meamng his said house for whieh 
this deponent pajeth rent to the said William Wythens) than 
he demanded lor that parcel of ground (in quantity above 
one acre) ‘why,’ quoth Gardner, ‘if I had not been, you had 
never had it (meaning this deponent’s said house) at so easy a 
rent’ ” 


CCl 

[1593-1594 Court of Requests Proc Req 2/214/4 ] 

William Gardyner, plaintiff, against Richard Gurney, and 
others, defendants Depositions on behalf of the plaintiff. 

Deposition of John Stubbes of St Olave, Southwark, brewer, 
aged 52 That he was tenant of the brewhouse called ‘the sign 
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of the James’ in Southwark, sometime the inheritance of 
Wilham Beeston, and late of Robert Smith The brewhouse was 
oflFered for sale two or three years before to Richard Gurney 
and Robert Withens, at a price of £700 or £800, and that the 
plaintiff Gardiner wanted to buy itj About five years before 
the date of this deposition (10 November 1594), this deponent 
offered some houses and lands m Eltham, Kent, to the plain- 
tiff, who sent Newman and Withens to conclude the bargain 
The property was sold to Withens for £700, about £400 of 
which they had kept back 

Deposition of Laurence Wylherallc of St Stephen’s, Wal- 
brook, merchant, aged 40 That he had heard that Richard 
Gurney bought the messuage in question from Smylhe, and 
that a letter was wiitteii to Gurney in the name of Ralph 
Raven to warn him before he made the bargain, “and that he 
should beware of the said Smythe for fear of ill dealing’’, and 
that he “uas a deceitful crafty man”. 

• 

Deposition of Nicholas Chalkley, servant of William Gardener 
of Bermondsey, aged 24 That either Thompson or Neuman 
told the plaintiff that Mr Gurney', an alderman of London, 
was bargaining uith Thompson for the messuage, and that 
Gardyncr said “he would never have to do with the said Mr. 
Gurney for the said purchase by any means”, but if the pur- 
chase were made by Newman or Thompson, he would have it 
from them 

Depositions on behalf of the defendants 

Deposition of William WoUey of St Nicholas Aeon, Lombard 
Street, scrivener, aged 26 That “WiUiam Gardener went divers 
times from his word upon the foresaid bargain [with Gurney 
for the brewhouse]” 
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Deposition of Robert Smythe of Bromley, Middlesex, gentle- 
man, aged 50 That he said to Gurney, “ ‘I fear that if these 
lands or tenements shall eome by any ways to the said Tomp- 
son and Newman, that then the said Tompson and Newman 
would convey the same tf Gardyner, to whom by no means I 
would be willing that the said lands should come’. Whereupon, 
and upon the faithful promise of the said Gurney that the said 
lands and tenements should come unto the use of one of his 
daughters in marriage (as he then said) and not otherwise, he 
(this said deponent) did seal the said second conveyance and 
not the hrst”, and that Gurney paid him £200, and beeame 
bound m £600 more to the deponent, with Tompson and New- 
man as sureties That John Stubbes came from Gardyner to 
know how much he would sell the property for, and that he 
asked £900 or £1000 “That he (this said deponent) did tell the 
said Thompson and Newman that he feared that he (the said 
Tompsonne) wrought to have the said messuages or tene- 
ments and premises for the said Gardyner, for that the said 
conveyance was ingrossed in their names, alhrming that if he 
wist It were so, then he would never seal the books, for that 
he would not by any means have to deal with the said 
Gardyner ” 


ecu 

[1594, Easter Court of Requests Proc Rcq 2/152/12 ] 

Richard, son of William Stone, late citisen and haberdasher of 
London, plaintiff, against William Gardyner of Bermondsey, 
esquire, defendant 

Stone’s Bi/l of Complaint That about a year and a half before, 
the plaintiff’s father had exhibited a bill by which he showed 
that about a year earher he had become bound by obhgation 
to Gardiner (for the debt of Richard Grey) for the payment of 
£100 with interest at ten per cent About February before the 
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bill was exhibited, Gardyner told Wilham Stone that the 
money had not been paid The said Wilham then paid the 
money, and Gardyner promised to give up the bond, but did 
not do so, and it still remained in the hands of one Robert Lee, 
and that the £100 was not due to Ga-jdyner when he demanded 
It Newman and Thompson the scriveners had induced Stone 
to give the bond 

Gardyner’s Answer, sworn 3 May 1594 He said that the lull 
“was devised and imagined by the procurement or prmty of 
John Thomson for some causeless displeasure and malice 
which he beareth to tins defendant, as he hath just cause to 
suspect, and the rather for that the said Thomson, as it seem- 
etli, hath either by his folly or deceit abused the said Stone to 
the defrauding of him of one hundred pounds” 

In his earlier answer to William Stone’s hiU of eomplaint 
(dated 16 November 1592), Thompson and Newman, being 
scriveners, had in their hands 1100 of the defendant’s to em- 
ploy for his benefit And about a year before, Tompson had 
told the defendant that he had lent this money to William 
Stone, who was unknown to the defendant Tompson said that 
Stone “was a man that had been called upon to be ShciifT of 
London, and that he would warrant thi money”, which was 
lent for but a quarter of a year And the dt fendaut told Tomp- 
son that he had concluded an agreement with Nicholas San- 
ders, esquire, for a certain purchase, and asked him and New- 
man to give him some of his own money for this puichase And 
they declared that the money lent to Mr Stone had already 
come in 

The defendant told them to give this £100 to Mr Sanders in 
part payment of the purchase The defendant has been in- 
formed that the debt alleged to be due to Lee is owing upon a 
deed made a year and a half ago, but the plaintiff says that he 
became bound to Grey only a j^ear ago, therefore the £100 paid 
to Sanders could not be due to Lee 
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The defendant had neither seen the complainant nor had the 
bond, but Newman and Tompson often kept his deeds for him. 
And he had never received the £102 10* 

Depositions taken in January and May, 1593, subsequent to 
the bdl of complaint of William Stone against Gardiner 
Depositions on behalf of the plaintiff 

Deposition of Wilham Wolley, servant of John Tompson, aged 
23 That William Gardyner, in February last past, came to his 
master’s shop and asked to have the money due to him called 
m so that he could pay Nicholas Sanders, and told the de- 
ponent to go to Stone for the money, “and promised him 
recompense for his pains” But on being asked for the bond, 
Gardyner said he could not find it as yet. And, believing Gar- 
dyncr, the deponent’s master had borrowed £100 from Anne 
Owen, gentlewoman, to pay Gardyner Afterwards Gardyner 
was asked for the bond at least twelve times, and sometimes 
he answered that he could not find it, and sometimes that be 
had given it to the deponent or to his master ' 

Deposition of Robert Lee of St lames, Garbck Hylhe, mer- 
chant, aged 50 That about 17 May 1591 he lent £100 on Stone’s 
bond, and that the money had never been paid Aftenv ards he 
went with Tompson to Gardyner’s house at Bermondsey, where 
Tompson told Gardyner “that he bad wrongfully received” 
the money, and asked him to make restitution to Lee But 
Gardyner refused to do anything 

Deposition of John Thompson of St Michael Cornhill, scri- 
vener, aged 38 That in February Gardyner came to his shop 
and told him to lend Mr Sanders £600 upon lands called Lag- 
ham, and therefore to call in all money due to him Gardyner 
“never left urging and calhng upon this deponent to procure 
payment” And when paid, Gardyner never gave back the 
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bond, but always made excuses sometimes saying he had for- 
gotten It, or had given it to Wolley, or that he did not know 
to whom he had dehvered it, or that he had mislaid it, or that 
he never had it, or had lost it 


CClll 

[1593/4, January 28 

Court of Requests Proc Req 2/153/36 ] 

Stone against Gardyner Deposition on behalf of defendant 

Deposition of John Thompson That after Stone had paid 
£102 10s, Gardyner and Sanders came to him for the monej, 
and he asked Gardyner “if he had brought Stone’s bond with 
him Whereunto he then answered that be had forgotten it, 
but he would bring it the next day ’’ And afterwards, when 
the deponent urged him to give up the bond, he “would some- 
times say that he had forgotten to bring it, and sometimes 
that he had'dclivered it to one Wolley”, who declared that “he 
had It not at any time”, then Gardyner said “he had delivered 
It he could not tell to whom, and that he did tell this deponent 
that he never had the said bond, but he would look tor the 
same better, and if he could find it he would dclivir it” 


CCIV 

[1594, Michaelmas Feet of Fines C P 25/Surr M 36/7 Ehz ] 

Between William Gardyner, esquire, and William Gardyner, 
gentleman, querents, and John Pope, gentleman, and Dorothy 
his wife, deforciants, of 10 messuages and gardens, 4 orchards, 
and 4 acres of land in Bermondsey, quitclaimed bj the de- 
forciants for themselves and the heirs of John to the querents 
and the heirs of William Gardyner, esquire, for £120. 
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ccv. 

[1594, Michaelmas Common Pleas C P 40/1538/1512(1 ] 

London Wilham Gardyner, esquire, and Margaret his wife, 
executrix of the will of Frcment Ahraham, late citizen and 
merchant taylor of London, plaintiffs, against Edwaid Bowes 
of London, esquire, defendant, for the recovery of a debt of 
£17 12 2, and damages of 97s Execution order by default of 
defendant 


ccvi 

[1594, Michaelmas Queen’s Bench KB 27/1331/548 ] 

William Gardyner, plaintiff, against Henry Lane, d( fendant 

By the plaintiflF s bill it was alleged that I'Mward Wclslic of 
Lyiuesfield, Surrey, esquire, on 6 June 3 Eliz (1561) acknow- 
ledged that he owed William Gardyner, citizen and leather- 
seller of London, £500, which he was to pay on the, feast of the 
Nativity of St John the Baptist mxt, hut he had not paid the 
said sum 

William Gardyner came on the Morrow of the Purifieation, 
36 Eliz , but Edward Welshe did not Various wi its were issued 
to discover the heirs of Welshe, and to discos cr why the money 
should not be raised on the lands which had been his 
On the Octave of St Michael, 36 Eliz , Henry Lane, gentle- 
man, tenant of half the manor of St Margaret’s, and of other 
lands in Kent which had been the property of the said Edward 
Welshe, appeared and said that on 8 June 6 Eliz (1564) 
William Gardyner, by a certain release, remised to the said 
Edward, his heirs, etc , the aforesaid £500 
Wilham Gardyner said that the release in bar of the afore- 
said plea was not made A day was given The jurors did not 
come 
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ccvii. 

[Temp Elizabeth Lostley Park Loseley MS 1044 ] 
(Copy of the oath to be administered to the Sheriff of Surrey 
and Sussex on his appointment ) , 

Ye shall swear that well and truly ye shall serve the Queen in 
the office of the Sheriff in the counties of Surrey and Sussex 
and do the Queen’s profit in all things that belongeth to you to 
do, by way of your office, as far forth as you can or may, ye 
shall truly keep the Queen’s rights and all that belongeth to 
the Crown, ye shall not assent to decrease, to lessing, ne to con- 
cealment of the Queen’s rights or of her franchises And when- 
soever you shall have knowledge that the Queen’s rights or the 
rights of her Crown bm concealed or withdrawn, be it in lands, 
rents, franchises, or suits, or any other things, ye shall do your 
true endeavour to make them to be restored to the Queen 
again, and if you may not do it, ye shall certify the Queen or 
some of the Council thereof (such as you hold for certain will 
say it unto \hc Queen), ye shall not respect the Queen’s debts 
for any gifts or favour, where ye may raise them without great 
grievance of the debtors, yc shall truly and righteously treat 
the people of your Sheriffwick, and do right as well to poor as 
to rich in all that belongeth to your office, yi shall do uo wrong 
to any man for any gift or other behest, or promise of goods 
for favour, nor bate he shall disturb no man’s right, ye shall 
truly acqmt at the Exchequer all those of whom ye shall any 
thing receive of the Queen's debts, ye shall nothing take 
whereby the Queen may lose, or whereby that right may 
be letted or disturbed, or the Queen's debts delayed, ye shall 
truly return and truly serve ail the Queen’s writs as far 
forth as shall be to your cunning, ye shall not have to be 
youi undersberiff any of the Sheriff’s clerks of the last year 
past, ye shall take no Bailiff into your service but such as 
you will answer for, yc shall make each of y our Bailiffs to make 
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Buch oath as you make yourself in that that belongeth to their 
occupation, ye shall leceive no writ by you nor any of yours 
unsealed, nor any sealed under the seal of any Justice save of 
Justice in Eyre or Justice assigned in the same shire where ye 
be Shenfl in, or other Justices having power and authority to 
make any writs unto you by the law of the land or of Justice 
of Newgate, yc shall make your Bailiffs of true and sifficient 
men in the county, also you shall do all your power and ddi- 
gence to destroy and make to cease all manner heresies and 
errors commonly called ‘lollaries’ [Lidlardries] within your 
Bailiwick from tunc to time to all your power, and assist and to 
be helping to all the ordinaries and commissaries of Holy 
Church, and favour and maintain them as oftentimes as ye 
shall be required by the said ordinaries and commissaries, ye 
shall be dweUmg in your own proper person within your Baili- 
wick for the time ye shall be in the same offarc, except ye be 
otherwise licensed by the Queen, ye shall not let your Sheriif- 
wuck nor any Bailiwick thereof to any man, ye shall truly set 
and return reasonable and due issues of them that be within 
your Bailiwick, after their estate and liaviour, and make your 
panels yourself ol such persons as be most next most sufficient 
and not suopected noi procured, as is ordained by the Statutes, 
and over this in eschewing and restraint of the manslaughters, 
robbents, and other manifold grievous offences that be done 
daily, namely by such as name themseKes soldiers and by 
other vagrants, the which increase in number and multiply so 
that the Queen’s true subjects may not sure ride nor go to do 
such things as they have to do, to their intolerable hurt and 
hindrance, ye shall truly and cffei tually, with all diligence, 
possible to your power, execute the Statutes, as the Statutes of 
Winchester and of vagabonds AU these things ye shall truly 
observ'e and keep as God help you and by the contents of this 
book 
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ccviii. 


[1594, November 3 Chancery Sheriffs’ Rolls C227/11 a ] 


Surr^ 

and 

Sussex 


Waltcrus Covert Miles 
NichoZaus Parker Miles 
WiUeZmus Gardener 
Armigcr 


Ricordus Blunt Arnuger 
*WilleZmus Gardener 
* Armigcr 

Ricardus Leeche Armigcr 


Nomina Virecomitum dc Nomina eorum qui per do- 
tribus annis vltimo pre- minos de Consilio erant pro 
teritis Vicecomitibus nominati ad 

Scaccarium in CrastinoAni- 
marum anno regni Eliza- 
beth nunc Reginetricesimo 
sexto 


[In the roll for the year following — C227/13 — Richard Leeche’s 
name is pricked ] 


ccix. 

[1595-1596 Exchequer Pipe Rolls E372/441, 442 ] 

Gardiner s charges as Sheriff of Surrey and Sussex appear in 
various places on the Pipe Rolls for 37 and 38 Eli/aheth 


ccx 

[1595, April 20 Close Roll, 37 Eliz C54;i501 ] 

Richard Cowper of Capell, Surrey, gentleman, for £1600, sells 
to Wilham Gardyner the tlder of Barmondsey, esquire, Nich- 
olas Smithc of Westminster, gentleman, and William Gardyner 
the younger, gentleman, the mansion house called Sandplace 
in Darkmge, Surrey, and all ‘huildiiiges, harnes, Btables,yardes, 
orchards, gardins, landes, tenementes, meadowes, pastures, 
feedinges, woodcs, vnderwoodes, trees, coppices, commons, 
waters, fishingcs, sheep courses, sheepwalkes, rentes, scruices, 
free warrens, easementes, profittes, commodities and heredita- 
mentes whatsoeucr' heretofore granted to John Cowper, ‘ser- 
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leant at the lawe’, by John CareU, esquire; and all the lands, 
etc , m Darkinge heretofore demised by the said Richard Cow- 
per to Lawrence Courtoppe of Darkinge, gentleman Deed ac- 
knowledged by Richard Cowper, gentleman, in Chancery, 19 
May 1595, and enrolled ,25 May 1595 

I 

CCXl 

[1595, Hdary Feet of Fines C P 25/Surrey 11 37 Ehz ] 
Between William Gardyncr, esquire, querent, and Richard 
Trecne and Joan Ins wife, deforciants, of 9 messuages, 2 cot- 
tages, and 2 gardens in the parish of St Saviour, Southwark, 
quitclaimed by the deforciants for themselves and the heirs of 
Richard to WiUiam and his heirs for £100 

ccxii 

[1595, Trinity Common Pleas CP 40/1554/2266d J 
Thomas Luke, alias Awdley, of Souths ark, butcher, attached 
to answer William Gardener, esquire, in a plea,,of trespass. 
Gardiner charges him with breaking Ins close at Bermondsey, 
and taking 40 cartloads of hay, talucd at £30 
On the same membrane is the record of a similar suit of Gar- 
diner’s against Stephen Poore, of Southwark, butcher 
In another plea (on the same membrane) Richard Mills of Lon- 
don, butcher, is attached to answ er W illiam Gardener, esquire. 
Gardiner charges that Mills depastured cattle in his close at 
Bermondsey', where they consumed grass to the value of £20. 
There is a later entry of this suit in Michaelmas term, 37/8 
Ehz C P 40/1561/2878 


CCXUl 

[1595, Michaelmas Common Pleas C P 40/1561/2878 ] 
Wilham Gardener, esquire, of St Mary Magdalen, Bermondsey, 
plaintiff, against Edmund Readinge, of Deptford, Kent, yeo- 
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man. Concerning an indenture dated 30 April 34 Eliz. (1592), 
by which the plaintiff sold to the defendant all the underwoods 
and trees growing in Great Hatoham Wood, containing 50 
acres, lying in the parish of Deptford, forever, except one par- 
cel of woodland (4 acres) adjaeent tej the high road and abut- 
ting on Brick Hill The defendant undertook to repair the fences 
etc , but the plaintiff says that he did not repair them A day 
given 

ccxiv. 

[1595/6, Hilary Queen’s Bench KB 27/1336/689] 

In Michaelmas term last, Alice Lanckton, indow, brought a 
bill against Wilham Gardner, esquire. Sheriff of Surrey She 
said that a certain John Hankyn, by a writing obhgatory dated 
30 July 35 Eliz (1593), was bound to her in a debt of £20, pay- 
able on demand When he did not pay the money on being 
asked, Abce brought suit against him, 28 January 37 Ebz 
(1594/5), and got a ivrit to attach him, directed to Gardner as 
Sheriff of Surrey But Gardner failed to produce Hankyn, and 
on the issue of subsequent writs, has repeatedly failed to do so 
Alice accuses him of scheming to defraud her, and asks £30 
damages A jury inquired into the case at Westminster, and 
found that Alice had been damnihed by Gardner’s negbgence 
It was considered that she should recover damages and costs 
totalling £5 6 8 against Gardner 

ccxv 

[1595, December 23 Close Roll, 37 Eliz C54/1516 ] 
Richard Cooper of Capell, Surrey, gentleman, John Younge of 
Chichester, Sussex, gentleman, and Arthur Langworth of Ring- 
mere, Sussex, esquire, acknowledged that they owed £400 to 
Wilbam Gardyner of Bermondsey, Surrey, esquire, to be paid 
on the Feast of the Purification next ensuing Dated 23 Dec- 
ember, 38 Ebz Condition, £205 to be paid to William Gardy- 
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ncr at his house in the pansh of St Mary Magdalen, Bermond- 
sey, 25 March next 


CCXVl 

[1595/6, Hilary Common Pleas C P 40/1563/1041 ] 
Surrey. William Gardener, esquire. Sheriff of the county afore- 
said, plaintiff, against Laurence West of Farneham, Surrey, 
brewer, defendant Gardener said that West, on 6 October 37 
Ehz (1595), at Woking, by his deed held himself bound to the 
plaintiff m a debt of £20, which he refused to pay It was con- 
sidered that Gardner should recover his debt, and damages of 
13s 4d 

CCXVll 

[1596, November Wards Miscellaneous Books, 233 ] 
Wards, return of sheriffs’ process 

“Anno xxxvii Eliz R Sussex 50" Willm Gardiner esquicr 
late shercif of the said Countie for his insuflicienle rctorne of 
her Ma"'*' proocs in Anno pd L" 

Surr 50" The saide Gardiner 
csquicr [as before] L" 

29"" Novembr 1590 This vppon thexaiaron of the vnder- 
shreefc is myttigated vnto C'' Sol Bee 30 Nov 1596 [(tc ] ” 

CCXVlll 

[1595, August 23 Star Chamber Proc St Ch 5/G19/28 ] 
William Gardyner, esquire, complainant, against John Thomp- 
son, Thomas Newman, and others, defendants Deposition on 
behalf of complainant Interrogatories and deposition of Wil- 
liam Wayte 

Interrogatories to be ministered to William Wayte on the part 
and behalf of William Gardyner [etc ] 

1 Inprimis whether do you know that one Mr Ferrers who 
hath married the wife of one John Smythe deceased, late ser- 
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vant to the Lord Chief Justice of England, or any other by his 
appointment, did pay to you one hundred pounds due to the 
plaintiff in May 1593 by a bond made to one Wilbam Smythe. 
2 Item whether do you know or remember that the said plain- 
tiff did in the aforesaid May 1593 or thereabouts send you to 
the said Thompson for one hundred and five pounds or there- 
about! which the said Thompson did then owe to the plaintiff. 
And whether do you know or remember that the said plaintiff 
did deliver unto you one biU or bond of Thompson’s hand for 
the payment thereof, and who paid you the same money, to 
your now remembrance. And whether did you seek the said 
Thompson divers and sundry times to have the said money 
about the said month of May 1593, as you know or remember 

TFayte's Deposition Wdlyam Waight of Barmondsey Street 
within the County of Surrey, yeoman, of the age of forty years 
or thereabouts, [etc ] 

To the first interrogatory this deponent saith that neitlier the 
said Mr Fjrrers m this interrogatory mentioned nor any other 
by his appointment, to his knowledge, did pay to him this de- 
ponent one hundred pounds due to the complainant 
To the second interrogatory this deponent saith that the said 
complainant did m May 1593 or thereabouts, as this deponent 
now remembreth, send him this deponent to John Thomson, 
one of the defendants m this cause, for one hundred and five 
jiounds or thereabouts which the said Thomson did then owe 
to the said complainant, as the said complainant then told this 
deponent, and this deponent saith that the said plaintiff did 
then deliver unto him this deponent a bill or a b[ond] (which 
or both this deponent doth not [’clearly] remember) under the 
said Thomson’s hand, for the payment of the said money. And 
further this deponent saith that one Harry, whose surname he 
doth not now remember, being then the servant of Thomas 
Newman (one other of the defendants), did (as this deponent 
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now remembreth) pay unto bun this deponent the said sum of 
one hundred and five pounds before mentioned; And further 
this deponent saith that he this deponent did at divers and 
sundry times about the month of May 1593, as this deponent 
now remembreth, seek for the said Thomson, to have received 
of him the said Thomson the said sum of one hundred and five 
pounds before mentioned "■ 

Other depositions in the suit are contained in the following 
St Ch 5yG35/13, G8/2], G8/18 

CCXIX. 

[1595, Michaelmas Common Pleas C P 40/1561/2876 ] 
Gardiner against Thompson John Thompson of London, scri- 
vener, was attached to answer William Gardiner in a plea that 
whereas Thompson had £100 of Gardiner’s to lend at ten per 
cent , and accordingly lent it to William Slone of London, 
haberdasher (now deceased), for a certain term, and afterwards 
Stone had paid the £100 to one Nicholas Saunders, c,squire, for 
a debt of Gardiner’s, Thompson (conspiring with Stone to de- 
fraud Gardiner), in the name of Stone but at the costs of 
Thompson, exhibited a bill of complaint against Gardiner at 
Hertford, before the Master of Requests, svith the intention of 
defrauding Gardiner of the £100, falsely suggesting in the bill 
that Stone, about a year earlier, at the request of one Richard 
Gray, gentleman, had become solely bound for the security of 
payment of £100 with interest at 10 per cent , to such person 
and at such time as Gray, Thompson, and a certain Thomas 
Newman should appoint. Stone carelessly trusting Gray, and 
further suggesting in the bill that Gardiner, in the February 
preceding, had affirmed that he held the said obligation of 
Stone’s, and had demanded the £100, which Stone accordingly 
paid to Gardiner, with 50s as interest for three months, on 
Gardiner’s promise to give him the bond, a promise which was 
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never kept, and could not be kept, since Stone now had perfect 
intelbgence that hie obligation was in the hande of one Robert 
Lee, merchant, and that although Gardiner knew aU this, and 
that the £102 10s was none of his debt, he refused to repay the 
sum to Stone, whieh was in all equity due to Stone This hill 
was brought by Stone in the Court of Requests at the costs of 
Thomjlson Later, on 3 May 1593, in the same suit, Thompson 
falsely deposed that about 11 November 1590 he had received 
£100 from Gardiner to be lent to Richard Gray on the obliga- 
tion of Gray and Stone, to he repaid in six months (13 May 
following), which £100 and interest were not paid on the very 
day (as he Thompson thought) hut within a few days after- 
ward, and were then lent, by the appointment of Gardiner, to 
John Smith, late servant to the late Chief Justice of England, 
whereas in truth neither the said £100 nor any part thereof was 
paid to the said John Smith by the appointment of the said 
Gardiner 

After this examination of Thompson, Stone had died, and 
Thompson, knowing that the administration of Stone's goods 
was granted to [Richard Stone], he brought a hill of revivor in 
this person's name in the Court of Requests against Gardiner 
Whereupon, on 14 June 1594, by the said Court it was ordered 
that Gardiner, on his perd, should bring and deliver the £100 
then in question on or before the Monday next following the 
sum to remain in the hands of the Court until further order, by 
jvhich Gardiner not only underwent divers great labours, and 
was obliged to spend huge sums of money in defence of the 
premises, hut also was frequently arrested and detained in 
prison by order of the Court of Requests for the non-paj ment 
of the said £100, and was in danger by this pretext of losing 
£102 10s of his own money Gardiner wishes to prove that 
Stone in his lifetime did not pay him (Gardiner) the £102 10s 
mentioned, nor any money, he charges that Thompson has 
tried to defraud him, and claims damages of £200 
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The defendant John Thompson demes the accusation. A day 
given 

ccxx 

[1595/6, January 23 Star Chamber Proc St Ch 5/G14/23 ] 
William Gardyncr, plaintiff, against Andrew Graye, defendant. 
Deposition of Andrew Gray of the Middle Temple, esquire, aged 
64 He said that he had been bound with Stone for the 'debt of 
Richard Gray, gentleman, that “at the last Hartforde term” 
Wilham Stone event to his lodgings there and consulted him 
about a suit commenced by him against Gardyncr for the 
“wrongful receiving of the sum of one hundred pounds”, and 
said that he would send the defendant Thompson with further 
instructions The deponent did not tell Richard Stone to put 
in a hill of revivor 

ccxxi 

[1596, Easter Queen’s Bemh K B 27/1337/708 ] 
Middlesex lu Michaelmas term last past, John Thompson, 
citizen and scrivener of London, brought a hill in a plea of 
trespass against William Gardiner, esquire, as folloiys Whereas 
\^illiam Stone, late of Westminster, by an obligation had stood 
bound (to some person unknown to Stone) in 1150 conditioned 
on the payment of £102 10s to this person unknown on 19 
August 1591, at the shop of John Thompson in St Michael 
CornhiU, and whereas afterwards (20 February 1591/2) Stone 
had dehvered the £102 10s to Thompson to pay to the person 
mentioned, and the obligation thereupon to be cancelled, neverj 
thcless William Gardiner,moved by his perv erse and most wicked 
mahee to deceive and defraud Thompson, on the last day of 
February, 1591/2, pretending that he was the unknown person 
mentioned, craftily demanded the said sum of £102 10s , and 
Thompson, behoving him in his simplicity and good will, gave 
him the money On 10 July 1592 this fraud of Gardiner’s came 
to the notice of Thompson, for he then learned that a certain 
Henry Lee was the true person to whom the obligation had 

298 



GARDINER DOCUMENTS 


been made Thompson thereupon paid Lee £102 10s of his 
own proper money, and he now asks £200 damages of Gardiner. 
The defendant Gardiner demed the charge of fraud 
A trial by jury held on Wednesday and Saturday three weeks 
after Easter, in Westminster Hall before Sir John Popham, 
C.J , and John Povey. The jurors find Gardiner guilty, and 
assess'damages in all at £116 10s Writ of error received 25 
May 1596 

ccxxu 

[1596, Easter Queen’s Bench KB 27/1337/369 ] 
Middlesex In Michaelmas term last past Thomas Newman and 
John Thompson, citizens and scriveners of London, brought a 
biU against Wilham Gardiner, esquire, in a plea of trespass as 
follows That Gardiner, 15 March 15!?')/6, in consideration of 
their drawing an indenturt of sale between John Hobson and 
themselves (in seen t trust for Gardiner) had agreed to pay 
them a reasonable sura for their work, the> estimate this at £5 
Also charges for drawing other deeds, as follows 17 March 
1585/6, for^ deed of feoffment, Hobson to New man and Thomp- 
son in trust for Gardiner, 13s Id 10 July 1586, for a deed of 
conveyance of the above to Robert Withens, 15 7 October 
1589, for an indenture between Gardiner and his wife Margaret 
of the one part and Newman and Thompson and a cirtain 
William Wayte of the other, by which Gardiner agreed and 
granted with Newman, Thompson, and M av te to acknowledge 
^ fine of all and singular his lands, tciiemcnts, and heredita- 
ments m the county of Surrey, which hne should be for divers 
uses and with divers provisions in the indenture specified, 
£3 6 8 31 October 1580, for an indenture between Gardiner 
and a person to Newman and Thompson unknown, concerning 
divers agreements between Gardiner and Margaret his wife for 
the payment of £1,500 as in the indenture is specified, 10s 
2 January 1589/90, for an indenture between Gardiner and 
Richard Gardiner, his son, by which Gardiner granted to Rieh- 

299 



SHAKESPEARE VERSUS SHALLOW 

ard and his heirs the remainder of all his lands and tenements 
after his death, ivith divers other remainders, and with a cer* 
tain proviso of revocation of that indenture therein specified, 
£5 10 April 1590, for a deed poll by which Gardiner witnessed 
his mind concerning the revocation of the indenture last men- 
tioned, 30s 17 June 159i, for an indenture between Nicholas 
Saunder of the one part and Wdliam Gardiner and ^ilham 
Gardiner his son of the other, by which Saunder sold to the 
Gardiners the manor of Lagham alias Langham Park in Surrey, 
£6 13 4 8 January 1590/1, for an indenture betivccn Edward 
Newport and Ruhard Baker of the one part, and Wilbam Gar- 
diner and Richard Gardiner, his son and heir, of the other, by 
which the parties of the first part sell to the parties of the sec- 
ond part divers parcels of meadow land and pasture in Camber- 
well, Surrey, late in the occupation of one Edward Fowle, 
£6 13 4 10 February IS90/1, for an indenture between Robert 
Smith and Frances his wife, of the one part, and Newman and 
Thompson, of the other, bj which the parties of the first part 
sell to the latter on a secret trust for Gardiner, thei'James’ or 
‘St James’ brewhoust in Bermondsey Street, St Olacc’s, 
Southwark, in the tenure of John Stiibhcs, and an ale brew- 
house next adjoining the ‘James’, late in the oceiipation of 
John Bowles, and three messuages in the scceral occupations 
of Robert Humble, Thomas Massv Thomas Huntington, and 
John Wyndsore, in Bermondsej Street, £6 13 4 20 February 
1590/1, for an indenture whereby Newman and Thompsoiw 
lease the property mentioned in the last indenture to Gardiner 
for 100 years, 20s 20 May 1591, for two writings one by which 
Robert Smyth sold divers implements in the brewhouses men- 
tioned to Newman and Thompson on a secret trust for Gar- 
diner, and the other by which Newman and Thompson sold 
them to Gardmer, 13s 4d 1 March 1590/1, for an indenture 
between Newman and Thompson of the first part, and Richard 
Gardiner, son of William Gardiner, of the other, by W'hich it is 
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witnessed that Newman and Thompson have sold the tene- 
ments last mentioned to Richard Gardiner, 33s 4d These 
separate sums come in all to £14 6 8 [I make it £41 16 8], which 
Gardiner has not paid, although they demanded payment on 
1 March 1594/5 They ask £80 damages 
Gardmer denies the charge A day ^iven 
• 

ccxxm 

[1595/6, February 12 Chancery Proc , Eli/ C2 Eliz /Gl/48 ] 
William Gardyner of Bermondsey, Surrey, esquire, plaintiff, 
against Thomas Newman and lohn Thompson, defendants 
Gardiner's Bill of Complaint That the plaintiff, “by bargaining 
and dcahng m the world after a good and lawful sort, hath 
heretofore had occasion to deal with scriveners for the making 
of certain deeds and writings, and (amongst others) being ac- 
quainted with Thomas Newman and John Thompson, scriv- 
eners of London, whom he thought to be honest and credible 
persons and such as he might safely trust'’, he had employed 
them abogt nine ^eirs before as scriveners and also to do 
other work for him, by whi< b they “did gain and receive divers 
great sums of money” He had always paid then, for their wiit- 
ings when each deed w as scaled But now the said defendants, 
knowing how long it was since thej had been employed by the 
plaintiff, caused him to be arrested by process out of the 
Queen’s Bench, for the nonpayment ol money he had promised 
Ahem, and in particular [as in the document preceding], amount- 
ing m all to £44 6 8, the said Newman and Thompson “hoping 
(of their unconscionable, false, wicked, and covetous disposi- 
tions) by extremity of law to recover ’ the said sum, “which 
they most unreasonably, unjustly, impudently, and falsely do 
demand” There were m all 13 deeds, some of which should not 
have cost more than twelve pence or two shillings, and some 
the plaintiff did not tell them to write They had been paid for 
everything 
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The Answer of Thomas Newman and John Thompson. New- 
man said that he had been kept so busy writing the said deeds 
that he “could scarce take rest or eat his meat for the im- 
portunacy of the complainant” In the defendants’ names, the 
plamtifl had obtained the property of John Hobson on a secret 
trust for his (the plaintiff’s) use, “so dont, of purpose, as this 
defendant remembreth, by the complainant to deprive or de- 
fraud his wife of dower if she survived him”. In the matter of 
the sale of property to Robert Withens, the complamant had 
sued the defendants “of a malicious, false, and insatiable con- 
scieni e ’ “The complainant had fraudulently and unjustly re- 
cciv ed one hundred and odd pounds of right due to Robert Lee 
of London, alderman ” 


ccxxiv 

[1595/6, Hilary Queen’s Bench K B 27/1336/225 ] 
Surrey In Michaelmas term last past William Gardiner of 
Barmoudsey, Suriey, esijuire, brought a bill against Thomas 
Newman and John Thompson, citizens and striveiirrs of Lon- 
don, for breach of agreement, showing a writing dated 21 July 
1588 at St George's, Southwark, made by the defendants, by 
which, for £420 already paid, they had that day sold to Gar- 
diner the following jewels 

‘one honye combe of golde’, ‘one booke and one coller of golde’, 
the collar containing 20 ‘buttons’ of whiili six are set with ‘a 
Djamonde a peece’, nine with two ‘pearles a peece’, four with* 
‘one rubye a peece', ‘the other lai king hys stone’, and the book 
set with 14 ‘Rubyes’, 14 ‘Turkeys’, and 2 ‘Saphers’, weighing 
together 14 ounces Also three pieces of gold chain set with 
‘pearle’, weighing together 19 ounces Also 3 dozen and ten 
‘buttons of golde’, and two ‘olde lewelles of golde’, weighmg 
together 18 ounce-, also 42 ‘buttons of golde'set with ‘one dya- 
monde a peece’, ‘one rynge sett with a dy amonde’, ‘one feire 
Aggctt sett in golde’, ‘one rynge sett w'** fowei diumondes’, 

302 



GARDINER DOCUMENTS 


also ‘a locke sett with 49 diamondes’, also ‘one crosbowe of 
golde sett wth 27 dyamondes and one rubye’, also ‘one paire of 
tonges of golde’ set with ‘syxe Dyamondes, xxvi rubyes, & one 
pearle pendant’, also‘oncbrydlcofgoldc’sclwith24‘diamondes’, 
4 ‘rubyes’, and ‘twoe pearles pendant’ also ‘one lounde lewell 
of golde’ set with 21 ‘diamondes’ and*8 ‘rubyes’, provided that 
if on <ft before 21 January next after the date of the writing 
they paid Gardiner £420, at the shop of the said John Thomp- 
son in Comhill, that then the sale should be void Gardmer 
alleges that the money was not paid as agreed, and demands 
£600 damages Neuman and Thompson maintam that the 
moneys as dulj paid At a jury trial held 11 February 1596/7, 
Gardiner failed to appear and prosecute his suit The Court 
awarded Newman and Thompson £4 damages, and an execu- 
tion against Gardiner 

ccxw 

[No date Chancery Proc , Ehz C2 Elir /T7/27 ] 

John Thompson and Thomas Newman, plaintiffs, against 
IX'illiam (*ardiiier, defendant Th< plaiulifls recite the hypo- 
thecation of the jewels as in the preceding suit, and maintain 
that they jiaid Gardiner tin £120 for their redemption on or 
before 21 January next after the date of the writing, and that 
Gardiner “well knoweth he lent the same mom j to other per- 
sons’’ afterwards They ask an injunction against Gardiner to 
restrain liim from proceeding in his suit against them at the 
’common law 

ccxxvi. 

[1595, 1596 Chancery Proe , Eliz C2 Elia /L7 60 ] 
Richard Leech, plaintiff, against ^ illiam Gardener, defendant 

Leech’s Bill of Complaint Sworn 17 November 1595 

To the right honourable Sir John Puckering, knight, 
Lord Keeper of the great Seal of England 
Humbly complaining showeth unto your good Lordship your 
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daJy orator Richard Leech of Sheiffeilde in the county of Sna- 
sex, esquire, that whereas Nicholas Sawnders of Ewell in the 
county of Surrey, esquire, was lawfully seized in his demesne 
as of fee of and m the manor, farm, or tenement of Lagham 
alias Langham Farkc, contaimng by estimation 600 acres, in 
the said county of Surrejt, and of and in the lands, tenements, 
and hereditaments thereunto belonging, now of the 'yearly 
value of ilOO at the least, and also of and in the rectory or 
parsonage of Ewell in the said tountv, and of and in two water- 
mills in Ewell aforesaid w'lth all and singular their appurten- 
ances, of the like yearly value of £100 at the least, and of and 
in divers other lands and tenements to your said orator un- 
known, and the said Nicholas so being thereof seized, together 
with Nicholas Saunders, son and heir apparent of the said 
Nicholas, 24 July 29 Ehz [1587] became bound by recogniz- 
ance in the nature of a statute staple in the sum of £400 unto 
Sir Nicholas Woodruffe, knight, citizen and alderman of Lon- 
don, and thereupon indentures of defeasance were made, as 
your said orator hath credibly heard, between the jpid Nicho- 
las the father and Nnholas the son of the one party, and the 
said Sir Nicholas Woodruffe of the other party, whereby it was 
between them concluded and agreed that upon the payment of 
£200 or thereabouts at a certain time and place in the said in- 
dentures set down, that the said recogmzance should be void, 
which said lesser sum was accordingly paid, and afterwards 
the said Nicholas Saunders the father, of all and singular thq 
said premises died as aforesaid seized, and the same bylawful 
cou’-se of inheritance, or else by some conv eyance unto your said 
orator unknown, came unto the said Nicholas the son, being 
son and heir of the said Nicholas the father, who, after the 
decease of the said Nicholas his father, entered into all and 
singular the said premises with appurtenances, and was law- 
fully thereof seized in his demesne as of fee, and so being seized, 
the said Nicholas for and in consideration of the sum of £500 of 
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good and lawful money of England unto him well and truly 
paid by your said orator, by his deed bearmg date 24 September 
31 Ehz. [1589], granted for himself and his heirs unto your 
Lordship’s said orator and his heirs, one annuity or yearly rent 
of £50 to be issumg and going out of the said manor, farm, or 
tenement of Lagham alias Langham Parke, with clause of dis- 
tress fof non-payment thereof, as in and by the said deed more 
fully and at large it doth and may appear, and for the better 
security and sure enjoying of the said annuity, he the said 
Nicholas the son, 1 November 31 Ehz [1589], became bound 
unto your Lordship’s said orator in the sum of £1000 by re- 
cognizance in the nature of a statute staple, acknowledged be- 
fore Sir Christofer Wray, knight, then Lord Chief Justice of 
England, by virtue of which said grant your Lordship’s said 
orator was of the said rent lawfully seized in his demesne as of 
fee, and the same was afterwards duly paid unto your said 
orator according to the purport of the said deed, until about 
June 34 Ehz [1592], and then one William Gardener of Sowth- 
warke esqu^e, and now high Sheriff of her Majesty’s counties 
of Sussex and Surrey, well pcrccising that the said Nicholas 
Saunders began to grow very prodigal and unthrifty, greatly 
laboured with the said Nicholas Saunders to purchase of him 
the said manor, farm, or tenement of Lagham alias Langham 
Parke, which he easily obtained, and because he well knew of 
the said yearly annuity or rent charge of £50 granted out of 
the same unto your said orator and his heirs, and of the said 
recognizance of £1000 acknowledged for the payment thereof, 
and understood that the said recognizance of £400 was uu- 
cancelled though in truth satisfied, it w as concluded between 
the said Willyam Gardner and the said Nicholas Saunders that 
the said Willyam should retain £500 or thereabouts, or some 
other good sum of money in Ins ow n hands of the money which 
he should have paid for the said purchase, towards the dis- 
charge and payment of the said £50 per annum, or towards a 
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composition to be made for the same; and also should ret^ m 
his hands out of the said money pay able for the purchase of the 
said lands £400, or some other sum of money, for his mdemmty 
and saving harmless touching the said uncancelled recogniz- 
ance of £400, if any danger should happen by reason thereof to 
accrue, and by reason hereof the said Gardner, growing ac- 
quainted with the said Nicholas Sawnders, not long after pur- 
chased hkewise of him the said rectory of Ew-ell and the said 
mills, being in effect the whole bving of the said Sawnders. 
Now so it 18, if It may please your good Lordship, that the 
said 1^'iUiam Gardner, having purchased and got unto himself 
in manner the whole lands and living of the said Nicholas 
Saunders the son, and devising and imagining with himself 
how and by what means he might defeat your Lordship’s said 
orator not only of his just annuity or yearly rent of £50 afore- 
said, hut also how to avoid the said recognizance of £1000, not- 
withstanding that the said Gardner well knew and was made 
acquainted b) the said Saunders of the said annuity as afore- 
said, and also of the said recognizance of £1000,,rand for the 
payment thereof accordingly there was left in his hands as 
aforesaid the sura of £300 at the least, fraudulently combined 
and confederated himself with the said Nk holas Saunders and 
with one Nicholas Smyth of Westminster, gentleman, and upon 
conference between them had how and by what means they 
might best defraud your lairdship's said orator of the said 
annuity and of the execution of the said recognizance of £100P, 
notwithstanding that they, the said Gardener, Saunders, and 
Smyth, well knew that the said former recognizance of £400 
acknowledged as aforesaid to the said Sir Nicholas was in verity 
and right paid and satisfied, but yet left uncaneelled and un- 
deformed, and not regarding the law's and statutes of this realm 
made and provided against maintenance, champarty', and the 
buying and selling of debts, made great suit unto the said Sir 
Nicholas Woodruff to assign over the said recognizance of £400 
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unto the said Nicholas Smyth, being a man nearly alhed unto 
the said Gardner, and upon great entreaty and persuasions 
used unto the said Sir Nicholas, that it was a thing that might 
be greatly beneficial unto the said Nicholas Sawnders and no 
way hurtful to any man, about February 35 Eliz [1592/3] pro- 
cured the said Sir Nicholas, not knowing of the said annuity 
of £50 p*er annum nor of the said recognizance of £1000, neither 
being in any sort made pri\ y unto this practise, privily for little 
or no consideration (and such as was, was paid by the said 
Gardener), to assign over the said rceogni/ance of £400 unto 
the said Nicholas Smyth, which was done by thesaid Sir Nicho- 
las at the only costs and charges of the said Gardener and 
Saunders or one of them, and hath ever since lam hid and been 
concealed, until that now of late your Lordship’s said orator 
was compelled to sue forth a writ of extent upon the said re- 
cognizance of £1000 (m regard that the said annuity of £50 
hath been long unpaid unto him) directed unto the saidWiUiam 
Gardner, for the extending of the lands of the said Saunders, 
which the swd \l'illiam Gardener to execute did delay and pro- 
tract untd within very few days of the return of the said writ 
of extent, and in the mean season at hia ow u ( osts and charges 
sued out another writ of extent upon the said recognizance of 
£400 to himself (being Sheriff of the said counties of Sussex and 
Surrey) directed, and hath with all post haste caused au in- 
quiry thereupon to be made by inhabitants within the Borough 
ofSowthwarke, neighbors unto the said WiUiam Gardener, and 
such as have no knowledge of the value of the said lands late 
the said Nicholas Saunders', and hath by indirect means pro- 
cured the inquirers thereof to extend the said manor, farm, or 
tenement of Lagham alias Langham Parke, being worth £100 
per annum, at the yearly value but of £10, and the said rectory 
of Ewell and the said mills there, being, worth likewise £100 
per annum, at the yearly value of £6 13 4 at the most, of pur- 
pose to hold the said lands long in extent, and by this fraud 
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and collusion to debar and defeat your Lordship’s said orator 
from bis said just annuity of £50 per annum, and to suspend 
the execution of the said recognizance of £1000; and now 
lahoureth exceedingly to get out a liberate upon the said extent 
thus as aforesaid by himself procured, executed and returned 
contrary to all equity, fight, or good conscience 
In tender consideration whereof, and forasmuch as yohr Lord- 
ship's said orator hath no remedy by the common laws of this 
realm to relieve himself against the said defendant touching 
the said extent bv the said Gardener fraudulently procured as 
aforesaid, nor can avoid the same but by the order of your 
good Lordship in this honourable Court, may it therefore please 
your good Lordship to grant unto your Lordship's said orator 
her Majesty's most grauous writ of subpena to the said Will- 
yam Gardener to be directed, thereby straitly charging and 
commanding him at a certain day and under a certain pain 
therein to be limited, pcrsonallv to appear before your good 
Lordship in her Majesty's high Court of Chancery, then and 
there particularly to answer unto the premises anijito set down 
expressly upon his oath what money was at any time left in 
the hands of, or abated unto the said Gardener for and tow ards 
the payment and discharge of the said annuity and of the said 
several recognizances or any of them, and whether the said 
debt of £400 be fully satisfied, yea or no, and how much thereof 
in right and conscience is now due, and upon what considera- 
tion and whose instance the said recognizance was assigned 
over unto the said Smyth by the said Sir Nicholas Woodruffe, 
and to whose use, and who did bear and pay the charges of the 
said assignment, and also of the said fraudulent extent, and 
who is the follower and suer forth thereof, and farther to stand 
unto sueh order therein as to your good Lordship shall seem 
agreeable to equity ^nd right, and that it may likewise please 
your good Lordship in the mean season to make stay of the 
liberate to be pursued forth upon the said fraudulent and un- 
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coascionable extent. And your Lordship’s said orator will al- 
ways pray unto God for the happy preservation of your good 
Lordship with increase of all honour 

E Pelham 

Gardiner's Answer Sworn 27 November 1595 
[Abstract] Gardiner says that aftA he had paid Saunders 
£1400 of the purchase price of £1900, he learned that the estate 
was variously charged and encumbered; n hereupon, in Michael- 
mas term 35 Ehz (1592), he complained m Chancery agamst 
Saunders that he or his father had “contrived divers leases, 
grants, estates, and conveyanees of the premises or some part 
thereof to one John Hunte, Humfrey Squyre, John Greymes, 
Wilham Browker, John Lambe, William Heath, and Robert 
Baxter or to some of them’’, and had “charged and encum- 
bered the premises with divers statutes and recognizances, as 
namely to Henry Prannell of the Middle T emple, gent , in £400 
or thereabouts, and to one Luke Garden alias 'R' ard in the sum 
of 1000 marks, and to one Richard \\ ilkinson, gent , in £440 
or thereabmits, and to one John [’] Ramsej in £100 or there- 
abouts, and to one Valentine Saunders in £1200 or thereabouts, 
and to one John Ballctt in £250 or thereabouts, and to one 
Edward alias Edmund Gresham in lOOO marks or thereabouts, 
and to Sir John Harte, kniglit, bj the name of John Hartc, 
citizen and alderman of London, in £2000 or thereabouts, and 
to one Sir Nicholas Woodroff, knight, in £400 or thereabouts, 
and to the said Sir Nicholas Woodroff, knight, in £300” That 
afterwards Saunders confessed to Gardiner that the premises 
were charged with the recognizance of £100 to Sir Nicholas 
Woodruff, and with an annmty of £50 granted to Leech, and 
with a recognizance to Leech of £1000 “Upon which mtelh- 
gence . this defendant thought it expedient for him to get the 
said statute or recognizance so made tij the said Sir Nicholas 
Woodroff as aforesaid discharged or assigned over to him this 
defendant, and to that end this defendant did require and call 
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upon the said Nicholas Saonder to be a mean to accomplish 
the same”, Saunders thereupon made an indenture dated 20 
February 35 Ehz (1593) with Gardiner and Nicholas Smith, 
agreeing to get Woodruff to make over the recognizance of 
£400 (which was dated 24 July 29 Eli? [1587]) to Gardiner or 
his nominee before 31 March next following He says that 
Woodruff did so on payment of £200 He admits that te sued 
out the writ of extent, and caused a jury to inquire into the 
value of Lagham Park and the rectory of Ewell, and that this 
jury valued them at £10 and £6 8 4 by the year respectively 

Gardiner's further Answer Sworn 29 April 1596 

The answer of William Gardener esquire, defendant, 
to so much of the bill of complaint of Richard Leech 
esquire as by an order in this most honourable court 
the said W’llliam Gardener is enjoined to make further 
answer unlo 

The said defendant saith that where it is ordered in this most 
honourable court that this defendant shall directly ard certainly 
answer for what consideration the statute or recognizance of 
£400 was assigned by Sir Nicholas Woodrooffe to Nicholas 
Smithe, and whether any money and how much was left in this 
defendant’s hands, or to be by him retained, for his indemmty 
and saving harmless touching the said statute or recognizance 
of £400, this defendant thereto saith that, so far as he now can 
fall It to his remembrance (being long since the said recogni^ 
ance was assigned over to the said Nicholas Smithe), the same 
was so assigned to the said Nieholas Smithe for and in con- 
sideration of the sum of £240 at the least, which this defendant 
did pay to the said Sir Nicholas Woodrooffe, to his best re- 
membrance, and this defendant having understandmg that the 
lands, tenements, and^ hereditaments sold unto this defendant 
and William Gardener his son by the said Nicholas Saunders 
were (contrary to the faithful promise, bargain, and covenants 
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of the eaid Nicholas Sannders) subject as ivell to divers and 
sundry other statutes, recognizances, charges, and encum- 
brances as to this statute, and knowing withal that he had and 
was to pay for the said premises the sum of £1900 of lawful 
English money, whereof he then had paid to the said Nicholas 
Saunders £1400 beforehand, and wns to pay unto him £500 
more,*residue of the said £1900, at a certain day between this 
defendant and the said Nicholas Saunders agreed upon, and 
should (that notwithstanding) reap no benefit of the said pre- 
mises, because they were subject and liable to such and so 
many statutes, recognizances, former encumbrances, and other 
charges, as the same were likely to remain a very long time in 
extent, and this defendant to reap no commodity by the said 
land, this defendant thereupon, to the intent to be the more 
certainly assured of every particular charge or encumbrance 
wherewith the said premises might be charged, and to the end 
to be relieved by the aid of this most honourable court in such 
sort as he should not be enforced to pay unto the said Nicholas 
Saunders ^iny part of the said sum of £500 in regard that the 
said premises were subject to such and so many encumbrances, 
this defendant therefore did exhibit his bill of complaint into 
this most honourable court against the said Nicholas Saunders, 
to the intent that he the said Nicholas Saunders should upon 
his oath discover how he had encumbered the said premises, 
and that by order in this most honourable court this defendant 
.might be so far reheved as that he might stdl retain in his hands 
the said sum of £500, to the intent therewith in some part to 
discharge the said statutes, recognizances, and other charges 
which might be imposed and charged upon the said premises, 
and this defendant did beside not only make or cause to be 
made an attachment of the said sum of £500 according to the 
custom of the City of London, but also meant to have arrested 
or to have caused to be arrested the said Nicholas Saunders as 
well upon certain statutes of £3000 or thereabouts, as for the 
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breach of such covenants as the said Nicholas Saunders had 
entered into to this defendant, howbeit this defendant, upon 
composition made with the said Sir Nicholas Woodroofe con- 
cermng the said statute of £400 and the payment of the said 
£240, which was assented unto by the said Nicholas Saunders, 
did not only satisfy and Jiay to and for the debt of the said 
Nicholas Saunders (and that by the assent and consent of the 
said Nicholas Saunders) the said sum of £500 residue of the 
said sum of £1900, -which sum of £500 this defendant might 
very well have retained m liis hands (as he thmketh) upon the 
said attachment thereof made as is aforesaid, and hoped like- 
wise to have been reheved therein in this honourable court by 
reason of his said bill exhibited for that purpose, and have had 
besides by the law the benefit of the statutes or reeogmzances 
for the breach of the covenants, and which sum of £500 this 
defendant would not have paid to or for the debt of the said 
Nicholas Saunders if the said statute or recognizance of £400 
had not been set over to the said Nicholas Smithe by the said 
Sir Nicholas Woodroofe, so as in consideration of the setting 
over of the said statute to the said Nicholas Smithe m such sort 
as 18 aforesaid, this defendant did then foibcar and lose such 
benefit and advantage as he might lawfully and justly have 
taken against the said Nicholas Saunders bj reason of the said 
attachment made as is aforesaid by way of retaining of the 
said sum of £500, and of his proceeding upon the said bill in 
this honourable court, and also sneh benefit as he might have, 
further reaped upon the said statutes of £3000 and for the 
breach of the said covenants, by reason that the said Nicholas 
Saunders had broken such covenants with this defendant as 
before that the said Nicholas Saunders had entered into unto 
this defendant, and therefore, forasmuch as this defendant did 
forbear to take such benefit as is aforesaid against the said 
Nicholas Saunders for that the said statute or recognizance of 
£400 was so set over to the said Nicholas Smith as is aforesaid, 
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there is no reason to the contrary (as this defendant hopeth) 
but that the said Nicholas Smith may lawfully take the advan- 
tage of the said statute or recogmzance, for by all law and con- 
science it IS lawful (as this defendant verily thmketh) for him 
that hath purchased and paid for land so dearly, to get in any 
statutes or recognizances that the laad is charged with to pro- 
tect him against after statutes, and especially as the case of 
this defendant standeth, who might then have satisfied him- 
self m some reasonable sort for the charges that lay upon the 
land, all which he hath now m effect lost, for the £500 he hath 
paid and satisfied, and now can not sue the said Nicholas Saun- 
ders for he IS gone to the sea, and hath been a great while, and 
if he were returned, yet he is a man of little or no ability to 
satisfy anything (as this defendant thmketh), all which matters 
the said defendant is ready to a\er and prove as this most hon- 
ourable court shall award, and praycth as before in his former 
answer he hath prayed 

Ytlvcrton 


Leech's Rifphcation 

The Replication of Richard Leeche, Esquire, com- 
plainant, to the several Answers of Willyam Gar- 
dener, Esquire, defendant 

The said complainant, saving unto himself now and at all 
times hereafter all advantages and exceptions to the uncer- 
tainty and insufficiency of the said answ'crs, by way of replica- 
,tion doth and will aver all and everj thing in his said hill of 
complaint to be certain, just, and true, m sueh manner and 
form as in and by the same is set forth and declared, and that 
the said Nicholas Saunders the father was seized of the manor, 
lands, and tenements in the bdl named in his demesne as of 
fee, and that he and the said Nicholas Saunders the son so be- 
came bound by recognizance in the nature of a statute staple 
in the sum of £400 unto the said Sir Nicliolas W oodruffe knight, 
and defeasance thereof made upon the payment of £200 or 
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such like Bum, as m and by the said bill is truly set forth and 
alleged, and that the said manor of Lagham alias Langham 
Parke came after the decease of the said Nicholas Sawnders 
the father unto the said Nicholas the eon, and that he was 
thereof seized in his demesne as of fee, and so bcmg seized, 
granted for the consideration in the said biU truly set forth, 
the said annuity or rent charge of £50 per annum unto the said 
complainant and his heirs, with elause of distress for non- 
payment thereof in the said lands, and entered into the said 
recognizance of £1000 of the nature of a statute staple unto the 
said complainant for the true payment thereof in sueh manner 
and form as in and by the said bill is likewise truly set forth 
and alleged, and that the said complainant was by force of the 
said grant lawfully seized of the said rent charge, and the same 
was justly paid unto the said complainant until the said de- 
fendant practised and went about to purchase the said manor 
of Lagham, and also the said complainant saith that the said 
defendant well knew of the said rent charge and recognizance 
of £1000, and understanding that the said rerognizaii/re of £400 
was uncancelled (and yet the money thereupon due was satis- 
fied), It was agreed between the said Sawnders the son and the 
said defendant at the time of the sale of the said manor of 
Lagham unto the said defendant, that he should retain such 
money in his hands out of the said purchase for and towards 
the payment and discharge of the said recognizance of £400, 
and for his indemnity touching the same, as m the said bill is,^ 
hkewise truly set forth and alleged, and that the said defend- 
ant, insinuating himself with the said Nicholas Saunders the 
son, hath purchased of him the said rectory of EweU, and in 
effect the whole lands and living of the said Sawnders, and that 
the said defendant, after that he had purchased the said lands 
and living, devising how to defraud the said complainant of 
his said rent of £50 per annum, and of the said recognizance of 
£1000 (notwithstandmg he well knew both of the said annmty 
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or rent charge and also of the said recognizance of £1000 before 
he purchased the said manor of Lagham of the said Saivnders, 
and that money was left in his hands by the said Sawnders for 
the payment thereof), did fraudulently confederate himself 
with the said Saunders and with the said Nicholas Smyth the 
other defendant, and all of them (knowing that the said re- 
cognizance of £400 was satisfied but yet left uncancelled), did 
(contrary to the laws and statutes of this realm touching main- 
tenance, champarty, and buying and selling of debts) labour 
unto the said Sir Nicholas Woodruffe to assign the said re- 
cogmzance of £400 unto the said Nicholas Smythe, being a 
man very nearly allied unto the said Gardener, and that the 
said Sir Nicholas, upon the reasons and considerations in the 
said bill set forth (and not knowing of the said practice in- 
tended against the said complainant), did assign over the said 
recognizance of £400 unto the said Smythe in such manner and 
form as m the said bill of eomplaint is truly set forth and 
alleged, and that the said assignment lay hid and unknown by 
the space»of three years, and nothing done upon the said re- 
cognizance of £400, until the said complainant m as enforced at 
his great costs and charges to sue forth an extent upon his said 
recogmzance of £1000, in regard the said rent charge was long 
behind and unpaid, and thereby to extend the said manor of 
Lagham and other the lands late of the said Nicholas Sawnders 
sold unto the said defendant And that the writ of extendi 
, facias was directed unto the said William Gardener, being then 
High Sheriff of the county of Sussex, and that he protracted 
and delayed the execution thereof until ivithin short time of 
the return thereof, and in the meantime sued forth, at his own 
proper costs and charges, a writ of extent upon the said re- 
cognizance of £400, directed unto himself, and that thereupon 
he made an inquiry in such manner and form as in the said bill 
of complaint is truly set forth and declared, and caused the 
Jurors (being his neighbours m Southwarkc) to extend the said 
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manor and park of Lagham at £10 per annum (being worth 
£100 per annum), and the said rectory of Ewell and the mills 
there, mentioned in the said bill, at £6 14 4 (being worth like- 
wise £100 per annum), and made speedy return of the said 
writ, and sued forth with all expedition a writ of libeTOte upon 
the same, purposely to defraud the said complainant of his 
said rent of £50 per annum, and utterly to defeat him of the 
benefit of the said recognizance of £1000, as in and by the said 
bill of complaint is most truly and plainly set forth and alleged, 
and this complainant further replieth and saith that although 
the said jury, upon the inquiry taken for him, had valued the 
said manor and park of Lagham at £10 per annum, yet that 
ought to be no precedent unto the said defendant, for that if 
the same were given in extent unto the said eomplainant, it 
should be rated to him at less by £50 per annum than the very 
value thereof, in regard of his said rent charge going and issu- 
ing out of the same, and if the extenders for the said com- 
plainant found the said manor and park at £10 per annum, it 
was upon the reason of the charge issuing out thereof unto the 
said complainant, but the extenders and jury sworn to extend 
for the said defendant upon the said statute of £400 had no 
reason or ground to extend the said manor and park at £10 per 
annum, whenas the said defendant hath confessed and set 
forth upon his oath that he did pay £1900 for the same, and 
therefore must needs in common presumption be of the yearly 
value in the said bill set forth and declared, and therefore, and 
for that the said defendant hath in his answer upon his cor- 
poral oath confessed that shortly after he purchased the 
said manor and park of Lagham of the said Sawnders, that he 
was informed of divers former and secret estates and of divers 
charges and encumbrances wherewith the said manor andlands 
were charged as in the said answer is particularly set forth (all 
which, or the most of them, the said complainant verily 
thinketh were before that time paid and discharged), and for 
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that It hkewise appeareth hy the defendant’s own showing that 
the said defendant for the searching out of the truth thereof 
exhibited his bill of complaint in this most honourable court 
against the said Nicholas Saunders, and that the said WiUiam 
Gardener took out process upon the said bill agamst the said 
Sawnders, and that thereupon the sivid Gardener and Sawnders 
came*unto a conference about the same, and upon the said 
conference the said Sawnders confessed unto the said defendant 
the said recognizance of £400 acknowledged unto the said Sir 
Nicholas Woodruff, and also confessed and acknowledged that 
he had upon the consideration of £500 paid unto him by the 
said now complainant, granted unto him a rent charge in fee 
of £50 per annum out of the said manor and park of Lagham, 
and had bound himself in the said recognizance of £1000 for 
the performance thereof, and also forasmuch as the said de- 
fendant hath further in his said answer confessed that there- 
upon he procured the said Sawnders to be a means unto the 
said Sir Nicholas Woodruffe to assign over the said reeogniz- 
ance of £J00 unto the said Smythc, and urged the said Saunders 
to enter into very strait covenants for the effecting thereof, 
and that thereupon the said Gardener, by and with the consent 
of the said Sawnders, made composition that the said recogniz- 
ance should be assigned by the said Sir Nicholas Woodruffe 
unto the said Smythe, and that the same was assigned aceord- 
ingly, and for that the said Gardener hath likewise confessed 
by the said answer that he, knowing that he had paid £1400 
unto the said Sawnders for the said manor and park of Lagham 
with the appurtenances, and that he was to pay £500 more, 
did cause the said £500 to be attached in his own hands, and 
hath thereby bkewise confessed that by that means he might 
have satisfied and paid the said rent charge nnto your said 
orator, and could further have reheved himself upon the breach 
of divers covenants broken by the sa*d Sawnders, and also by 
the forfeiture of one recogmzance in the nature of a statute 
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staple of £3000, acknowledged by the said Sawnders onto the 
said defendant for the performance of the said covenants broken 
as aforesaid, which courses the said defendant had greatest 
reason in conscience to have pursued, as he hath confessed he 
did not, but by reason of the confederacy aforesaid, and plot 
laid and devised againstithe said complainant, how and by 
what means to wrest him unconscionably from his just rent of 
£50 per annum, and from all benefit to be had by any extent 
upon the said recognizance of £1000, by and mth the consent 
of the said Sawnders, compounded as aforesaid with the said 
Sir Nicholas Woodruffe for the setting over of the said re- 
cognizance of £400 unto the said Smythe to the use of the said 
Gardener, as by the said answer appeareth, and forasmuch as 
the said defendant hath confessed that upon this plot and 
practice executed he eased the said Sawnders from the lawful 
and ordinary courses of law, which upon breach of the cove- 
nants or forfeiture of the said great recognizance of £3000 he 
the said defendant purposed and might have taken against the 
said Sawnders, and apparently confesseth that ths’-efoic he 
liopeth to enjoy the benefit of the said extent upon the said 
recognizance of £400 extended at the low rate of £10 per annum, 
and undervalued as aforesaid, which tendeth apparently to the 
utter loss of the said complainant’s just rent of £50 per annum 
and to the frustrating and utter avoiding of the said recogniz- 
ance of £1000, so as the said complainant shall never come to 
be reheved thereby, and the rather for that the said defendant , 
hath in his ansuer confessed that the said Sairnders is gone to 
the sea, and is become of small value, and so the said com- 
plainant every way remeddess, and by the pack and confeder- 
acy aforesaid, utterly defeated of his said rent and of all benefit 
to be had by virtue of the said recognizance of £1000, except 
he may be reheved by your good Lordship m this most honour- 
able court, and therefore the said complainant hopeth and 
most humbly prayeth that in regard of the premises and in 
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regard it appeareth upon the gaid defendant’s own showing 
that he well knew of the said rent and recognizance granted 
and acknowledged to the said complainant before he departed 
with the said £500 out of his hands, whereby (as also by the 
breach of the covenants made unto the said defendant and of 
the forfeiture of the said recogmzai^ce of £3000) the said de- 
fendant hkewise hath confessed that he might have reheved 
himself, and hath in effect confessed that he waived those re- 
medies, and joined himself with the said SawTiders and Smythe 
to avoid and debar the said eomplainant both of his said rent 
and also of the advantage of his said reeognizanee of £1000, 
that this honourable court will set down such order whereby the 
said complainant may have and enjoy the said rent of £50 per 
annum, and have the same duly paid unto him according to 
equity and good conscience, without that, that it is true that 
any former estate or estates was made or granted of the said 
manor and premises, or that the said manor and park was in 
truth encumbered and charged with the said statutes and re- 
cognizanqfs m the said answer recited and mentioned, or with 
any other, except only the said statute of £400 unto the said 
Sir Nicholas Woodruffe, which this complainant verdy thinketh 
was long since satisfied or discharged, and except the said re- 
cognizance of £1000 acknowledged unto the said complainant, 
or that the said Nicholas Sawnders the son did, before or upon 
the said bargain and sale of the said manor and park of Lagham 
^unto the said defendant, protest and solemnly vow and assure 
the said defendant that neither the said Nicholas Saunders, 
nor the said Nicholas his father or either of them, had any way 
charged or encumbered the premises or any part thereof other- 
wise than the said Nicholas did make known unto the said 
defendant, which was the said rent of £50 per annum and the 
said recognizance of £1000, or that the said Mrs Sawnders, 
late wife of the said Nicholas Sawndei'S the father, hath any 
estate m the said rectory of Ewell or the mills there, as in the 
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said answer is untruly surmised, or that the said writ of extent 
sued forth by the said complainant was executed before the 
said writ of extent sued out by the said defendant, or that the 
said Nicholas Sawnders the son, before the time of the said 
grant of the rent charge of £S0 per annum as aforesaid, had 
granted his interest in thf said rectory and mills unto the said 
Henry Sawnders his brother in such manner and form ai in the 
said answer is untruly set forth, or that the said defendant 
hath paid the said £400 unto the said Sir Nicholas WoodrufFe 
upon the assignment of the recognizance of £400 aforesaid or 
any part thereof of his own money, or that there was cause 
why he should so do, for such money as was paid (if any were 
paid at all) was money that the said defendant owed unto the 
said Sawnders, or that the said defendant did satisfy and pay 
to and for the debt of the said Nicholas Sawnders (and that by 
the assent and consent of the said Nicholas Saunders) the said 
sum of £500 in such manner and form as in the said answer is 
untruly alleged, and without that, that any other matter or 
thing m the said answer contained material or cffcctpal for the 
said complainant to reply unto, and not in this replication con- 
fessed and avoided or else traversed and denied, is true, all 
which matters the said complainant is ready to aver and prove, 
and humbly prayeth as in his said bill he hath formerly prayed. 

Amherst 


ccxxvn 

[1596, November Chancery Town Depositions C24/254/29 ] 

Leech against Gardiner Interrogatories and depositions on be- 
half of Gardiner The two deponents are Henry Allison, of St. 
Olave’s, Southwark, scrivener, aged 56, and Nicholas Chalkley 
of Bermondsey, servant unto the defendant, aged 27 Allison 
was Gardiner’s senventr, and Chalkley, one of his servants. 
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ccxxvm. 

[1596/7, February 14 Chancery Proc , Ebz C2 Eliz /Ll/38 ] 
Charitye Leeche, widow, plaintiff, against Wiiliam Gardiner, 
esquire, defendant As Richard Leech’s widow, Charitye brings 
a bill of revivor of his suit against Gardiner, and in it repeats 
her late husbands charges, as given above 

ccxxix 

[1595/6, Hdarj Feet of Fines CP 25/Surr H 38 Eliz ] 
Between Wilhain Gardener, esquire, querent, and Richard 
Cowper, gentleman, and Ehzabeth his wife, deforciants, of two 
messuages, gardens, and orchards, and 330 acres of land in 
Dorking, warranted by the deforeiants for themselves and the 
heirs of Richard against the heirs of John Cowper, late seijeant 
at law, to William and his heirs forever, for £120 

ccxxx 

[1596, 1597 Court of Requests, Order Books Req 1/47 ] 

Roger Manners, esquire, and Edward Cate«bie and Margaret 
his wife, plaintiffs, against Wdliani Gardyncr, esquire, and 
Margaret lus wife, defendants 

1596, 14 June. The defendants to make answer on their oaths 
to the points of such exceptions as had been put into Court, 
before the 21st of this month at their peril 
1596, 15 November The messenger of the Court with all con- 
yenient speed to bring in the body of Wilham Gardyner to 
answer for his contempts, on his appearance, the Court would 
proceed to take order for his punishment 

1596, 19 November Ordered, in the presence of Wdham Gar- 
dyner, that there should be a hearing on the coming Friday. 
Wilham Gardyner promised in open Court to bring wth him 
20 marks, according to a former order, to be disposed of as the 
Court should think fit. 

1597, 4 May. Gardyncr had not paid the 20 marks 
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1597, 9 May. William Gardyner submitted to perform such 
order and decree as the Court should make, and he gave to the 
plaintiff 20s , “towards the rchef of his present necessities”. 
Heanng ordered for the twelfth day of Trinity term. 

1597, 9 June Unless the defendants showed good matter to the 
contrary on Tuesday nert, a decree would be made that they 
should pay the plaintiffs £73 6 8, as part of the money de- 
manded, which (it was alleged) had come into the hands of 
Frement Abraham 

1597, 26 November The deerec against the defendants to be 
drawn up and signed, hut execution thereof suspended until 
counsel had considered the writings brought in by Roger 
Manners. 


CCXXXl 

[1596, Michaelmas. Queen’s Bench KB 27/1340/425] 
Surrey. In Easter term lastWiUiam Gardyner, esquire, brought 
a biU in a plea of trespass against Francis Langley, setting 
forth the loyalty, good name, etc , of the said Willit m and his 
children, and showing that he was a justice of peace appointed 
to hear and determine divers felonies, etc , in the county of 
Surrey for divers years, and that he earned on a business of 
buying and selbng with the Queen’s subjects, and that Francis 
Langley, knowing all this, mahciously slandered him on 22 
May 38 Eliz (1596) at Croydon, Langley had falsely and mah- 
ciously said, “he is a false knave and a false perjured knave, 
and I will prove him so” which, being pubhely said, damaged 
the said Wilbam in £1000 

Now on the Saturday after the Octave of St Michael, Francis 
Langley . said that in Trinity term, 22 Ebz. (1580), a certain 
Thomas Walker, son and heir of Anthony Walker, then de- 
ceased, exhibited his biU in the Court of Wards and Livenes 
against the said Wilham Gardyner, aUeging amongst other 

things that the said Anthony had bought from Slywnght, 
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gentleman, divers messuages, etc.,mBarmeseyStrete in South- 
warke, which had formerly belonged to Edward Welsh After 
the death of the said Anthony the third part of this property 
descended to the said Thomas Walker, and was held of the 
Queen m chief by knight service, and the said Thomas was of 
age And that Edn ard Welsh (long heftire Anthony bought the 
property) had become bound to the said Wilham Cardyncr in a 
recognizance for £500, dated 6 June 3 Ehz (1561) [conditions 
recited], and that afterwards Gardyner had released this recog- 
nizance to Welsh Nevertheless in Michaelmas term, 27 Ehz 
Gardyner had tried to procure an execution of the recogmz- 
ance Walker, complaining against the wrong thus offered by 
Gardyner, asked for an injunction to restrain him from pro- 
ceedmg at the common law In his sworn answer to this bill, 
Gardyner said that he was assured in his conscience that he 
had never made a release to Welsh Being examined on his 
oath on 5 February 33 Ehz. (1590/1) Gardyner was shown a 
release, made to Edward Welsh in acquittance of the bond 
dated 6 June 1561, he domed that it was his deed Therefore 
the said Gardyner had wilfully perjured himself in the Court 
of Wards, and the said Francis afterwards said the above 
words concerning the said William Gardiner A day given 

ccxxxu 

[1596, Michaelmas Queen’s Bench KB 27/1340/433] 

\ similar suit, likewise entered in Easter term, except that the 
date of Langley’s uttering the slanderous words is given as 21 
May 1596 Gardiner asks £1000 damages on this new charge. 
Langley’s defence is the same as before A day given 

CCXXXUl 

[1596, Michaelmas Common Pleas C P 40/1578/2638 ] 
Francis Langley of Southwark, gentleman, attached to answer 
Wilham Gardener, esquire, on a charge that at Croydon, 
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1 June 1596, lie slanderously said of Gardener, “he is a false 
knave, a false forsworn knave and a perjured knave”. Gar- 
dener asks £200 damages Langley’s defence is the same as in 
the two suits preceding A day given 


CCXXXIV. ' 

[1596, Trinity Queen’s Bench K.B 27/1338/473d ] 

Middlesex William Gardiner, esquire, late sheriff of Sussex, 
plaintiff, against Thomas Eason, of Baybiishe, Sussex, yeo- 
man, defendant, in a plea of debt for £20 


ccxxxv 

[1596, Tnmty Feet of Fines C P 25/Surr T 38 Eliz ] 

Between WiUiam Gardyner, querent, and Thomas Tryne and 
Anne his wife, and Richard Tryne, deforciants, of two acres 
of meadow in Camberwell and Deptford, warranted against 
the heirs of Richard and Thomas to Wdliam for i^^O 

CCXXXVl. 

[1596, September 24 Patent Roll, 38 Ehz , pt 13 C66/1455.] 
A farm for William Gardiner Recites patent of 7 July 1587, on 
surrender of which and on payment of £3 fine, there is hereby 
a new grant of confirmation to Gardiner of the farm, parcel of 
Hatcham Barns Wood * 


CCXXXVII 

[1596, November 5 Chancery Decrees and Orders. 

Vol 1596A, 397.] 

Ehzabeth Fowle, widow, and others, plaintiffs, against WiUiam 
Gardyner, defendant This day sennight given to the defend- 
ant to answer or else to be attached. 
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ccxxxviii. 

[1596, November 13 Chancery Proc , Eliz C2 Eliz /F1I63 ] 
Elizabeth Fowle, widow, and Edward Fowle, formerly of Peck- 
ham, plaintiffs, against William Gardiner, esquire, defendant 
Gardiner’’ s Answer The suit concerns an inn, and mentions the 
scriveners Newman and Thompson.* 

ccxxxix 

[1596/7, March 6 Court of Requests Proc Req 2/119/4 ] 

William Gardyner of Bermondsey, esquire, plaintiff, against 
James White and Jane Ferrys or Ferrers, defendants 
Gardyner’ s Bill Alleges that John Thompson had £100 of Gar- 
dyncr’s, which he lent on 13 February 1590/1 to John Smith, 
gentleman, lute servant to Sir Christopher Wray, late Lord 
Chief Justice of England, for three months, payable 15 May 
following at Thompson's shop in Cornhill, -with 50 shillings 
interest, and for this payment John Smith and James White 
became bound to Wilham Smyth of London, gentleman (m 
trust for trardyner) The sum was not paid, but on 16 May 
Thompson took another bond of them of £150 for payment of 
the £100 in six months (17 November foUouung) So they kept 
on the debt from half-year to half-year until John Smith died, 
and afterwards in the name of his executrix Jane Smith, now 
Ferrers Gardyner says that they have somehow got possession 
of the bond and cancelled it, but that he has not received the 
•money. 

Demurrer of defendants Demur on the ground that they have 
been examined on these points m a Star Chamber suit 

ccxi. 

[1597, April 18 Court of Requests, Order Book Req 1/48 ] 
The defendants, on their previous examination in the Court of 
Star Chamber, had confessed that the money was paid Ordered 
to amend their answers on that pomt. 
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ccxli. 

[1597, April 27 Court of Requests Proc. Req. 2/57/16.} 

Gardyner against White and Ferrers Further answer of de- 
fendants They insist that the debt on which Gardyner sues 
was paid 

ccxlii. • 

[1597, June 2 Court of Requests Proc. Req 2/149/2, 149/27.] 

Roger Manners, esquire, and others, plaintiffs, against Wilham 
Gardiner and Margaret his wife, defendants Depositions touch- 
ing divers sums paid by plaintiff to Frement Abraham, and 
the payment of certain annuities by defendants 

ccxliii. 

[1597, Trinity Exchequer, Barons’ Depositions E133/1323.] 

Wdham Gardiner, plaintiff, against Edward Adams and his 
wife Mary, late wife of Thomas Palfreyman Depositions con- 
cerning wood felled in the royal manor of Hatcham Bams. 

ccxliv. 

[1597, Michaelmas Common Pleas C P 40/1601/3293 ] 

On 18 June 27 Ebz (1585), at Westminster, Thomas Gardiner 
the younger of London, gentleman, wished to borrow £100 
from a certain Ralph Ratcliffe of London, mercer, and to evade 
the act of 13 Ehz against usury, Ratchffe delivered to the said, 
Thomas divers pieces of velvet, satin, and taffeta, worth £60, 
for which the latter was to pay £100 on 20 November foUow- 
ing Ratchffe would thus receive £40 for the use of his money, 
contrary to the statute, which allowed no more than ten per 
cent interest The said Thomas gave Ratchffe his bond for 
£200 for the payment of £100 Afterwards the said Ratchffe 
sued the said Thomas for the £200, which he recovered, with 
20s damages Thereupon Thomas petitioned the Queen for 
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remedy, who ordered the case to he heard by the Justices of 
the Bench on 1 July 1597. 

Therefore on 1 July, to the house of Edmund Anderson, Chief 
Justice of the Common Bench, in Charterhouse churchyard, 
came the said Thomas Gardener, by Wilham Cragg his attor- 
ney, and Wilham Gardener of Beripondsey, Surrey, esquire, 
John*Jeflferson, citizen and leatherseller of London, Richard 
Swifte, citizen and leatherseller of London, and Stephen Mayn- 
ford of Southwark, gentleman, and mainperned the said 
Thomas in £400 A wnt of vemre facias issued to the Sheriff 
of Sussex. 


ccxlv. 

[Temp. Elizabeth Exchequer Bills and Answers 
E112/Ebz /Surrey 60 ] 

Wilham Gardner, esquire, plaintiff, against John Rider and 
William Stere, defandants Concerning lands late belonging to 
the Monastery of St Saviour’s, Bermondsey These documents 
are repoitfed missing at the Record Office 


ccxlvi. 

[1597 Exchequer Bdls and Answers E112/Eliz /Surrey 59 ] 
Wilham Gardyner of Bermondsey, Surrey, esqmre, plamtiff, 
against Edmunde Bowyer of Camberwell, esquire, defendant. 

, Gardyner's Bill. That Robert, sometime Abbot of the Monas- 
tery of Bermondsey, was seized of the Grange of Bermondsey, 
and by indenture, dated 1 May 26 Hen VIII, demised the same 
to Ralph Wryne, gentleman, and Helen his wife, for 60 years 
next following, at a yearly rent of £48 By' letters patent of 
19 March 18 Ehz (1575/6), the said Grange was demised to 
Wilham Gardyner at the same rent after the end, forfeiture, 
or avoidance of the term of 60 years,* for a term of 21 years. 
The Wrynes’ lease expired at Michaelmas 36 Ehz (1594), and 
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the complainant entered into possession Since which time the 
plamtiiF let one close of land in the parish of St Mary Magda- 
len, Bermondsey, near the ‘Floude ditche’, called ‘the Ponde 
Close’ or ‘the Conyc Yard’, containing two acres, lying on the 
west side of the great barn belonging to the said Grange, for 
a term of years to one Edward Quarrell But a certain Ed- 
mund Bowyer of Camberwell, esquire, pretends that the Pond 
Close belongs to his parsonage of Camberwell, and not to the 
Grange, and has brought an action for trespass against the 
said Quarrel! in the King’s Bench 

Bottyer's Answer That the Abbot of Bermondsey by indent- 
ure dated 2 April 29 Hen VIII, granted to Wilbam Gardner 
of Bermondsey, husbandman, the plaintiff’s father, all the 
tithes belonging to the parsonage of Camberwell, with the ex- 
ception of the glebe land called ‘the parsonage landes’ and also 
the said barn and a piece of ground on its west side, for a term 
of 50 years, at a yearly rent of £10 And the said Wilbam 
Gardner, being so possessed, by indenture dated 27 April 34 
Henry VIII, demised all his title and interest in th4 said pre- 
mises to Robert Draper of Camberwell, gentleman, the defend- 
ant’s grandfather And the said Robert Draper, by his deed 
dated 28 April 34 Hen VIII, demised the said barn and parcel 
of land to the said William Gardyner, the plaintiff’s father, for 
a term of 46 years, reserving to himself “one half-year, parcel 
of the said fifty years’’ at the end of the term, at a yearly rent 
of a red rose The Queen, by her letters patent of 7 August 15* 
Eliz , granted the tithes and the same lands to William Greer- 
ley for 21 years at the expiration of the lease to Wilbam 
Gardner. Also the Queen, by letters patent of 12 January 
32 Ehz , for the sum of £440, granted to Edmund Bowyer, 
the defendant, and Katherine his wife, the rectory of Cam- 
berwell, with the said barn and the parcel of ground on the 
west side 
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ccxlvii. 

[1597, Tnmty. Exchequer Bills and Answers. 
E112/Ehz./Surr 63] 

Edmund Bowyer of Camberwell, esquire, and Katherine his 
wife, plamtilTs, against Wilham Gardiner, esquire, and Edward 
Quarrgll, defendants * 

The Bowyers' Bill Recites the grants as in the preceding suit, 
and claims that Pond Close was granted to him with the par- 
sonage of Camberwell Alleges that Gardiner, “of his covetous 
and msatiable mind, hath not only defaced the bounds of the 
said parcel of ground hy extirpmg the trees standing and grow- 
ing” there, hut also levelled the ditches, “to the procurement 
of perjury in setting forth the true Bounds” 

Gardiner'i Answer Denies everything in the bill and declares 
that Bowyer defaced the bounds, etc 

ccxlvui. 

[1597, July 28 Dasent, Acts of Priiy Council, 1597, 

* pp 313,314] 

Order to Middlesex justices, transmitting the Queen's will that 
plays be forbidden during the summer, and that the stages 
and galleries of the Curtain and the Theatre be plucked down; 
no plays to be allowed within three miles of the City until All- 
hallowtide next 

“The like to Mr Bowicr, WiUian Gardyner, and Bartholo- 
*mew Scott, esquires, and the rest of the Justices of Surrey, re- 
quiring them to take the hkc order for the playhouses in the 
Banckside, in Southwarkc or elsewhere in the said county 
wnthin m miles of London ” 


ccxiix 

[1597 Close Roll, 39 Elizabeth C54/T570 ] 

John Pope of Stanwell, Middlesex, gentleman, acknowledged 
that he owed Wilham Gardyner the elder of Bermondsey, 
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Surrey, esquire, £40 to be paid at Whitsun. Condition, £20 to 
be paid on 20 September. 


ccl 

[1597, September 1 Prerogative Court of Canterbury. 

Somerset 'House. 113 Cobbbam ] « 

[Copy of the will of WiUiam Gardiner In the margin of the 
first page of the wiU in the entry book is the note, “xv*“ Feb- 
ruary 1598 lata est Sma pro valore Codicdli dci def ”] 

In the name of God Amen The first day of September in the 
nine and thirtieth y car of the reign of our Sovereign Lady Eliza- 
beth by the grace of God Queen of England, France, and Ire- 
land, Defender of the Faith, &c , I, William Gardiner of Ber- 
mondsey in the county of Surrey, esquire, being whole in mind 
and of perfect remembrance, thanks be unto God for the same, 
do make and ordain this my last will and testament in manner 
and form following, viz. First I give and bequeath my soul to 
Almighty God, my maker, and to Jesus Chnst, mj" only Sa- 
viour and Redeemer, and my body to the earth from whence it 
came, to be buried in the parish church of St Mary Magdalen’s 
in Bermondsey aforesaid, whereof I am a parishioner; And for 
the disposition of my goods, chattels, lands, tenements, pos- 
sessions, and hereditaments wherewith it hath pleased God to 
bless me in this present hfe, I devise, give, and bequeath them 
m manner and form following, viz First I give unto my cxe-, 
cutors my mansion house wherein I now dwell, together with 
the use of all the furniture and household stuff used with and in 
the same, to have and to hold for the space of two months next 
after my decease. Item, I give unto my executors the Manor of 
W ardalls with the appurtenances in the county of Kent, and 
all those lands, tenements, and hereditaments heretofore by 
me conveyed unto the use of Christopher Gardiner my son, de- 
ceased, and my now mansion house wherein I now dwell, with 
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the gardens, backsides, and close with the same occupied after 
the decease of my wife; And also all my Manor of Sandplace in 
Dorking in the said county of Surrey, after the term of three 
years next after my decease; And also all other my free lands, 
tenements, and hereditaments hereafter in this my last will 
willed and bequeathed unto Chnstqfer Gardiner, the son of 
Xpofer Gardiner my son, deceased {the interest of my wife for 
term of her life by virtue of this my last will excepted and re- 
served), And also all my mterest and leases of the Manor of 
Bermondsey and Bermondsey Grange, in the county of Surrey, 
and of Hatcham Barne Woods m the county of Kent, And also 
the reversion of the Parsonage of Ewell with the appurtenances 
in the county of Surrey after the death of Mistress Saunders, 
widow. And also my interest and leases of certain tenements 
called ‘the White Horse and Wallnuttre’ situate within the 
parish of Saint Olave’s in the borough of Southwark or else- 
where withm the county of Surrey, And my interest and leases 
of certain houses and gardens called ‘the He of Duckes’ in the 
parish of^aint Olave’s aforesaid, bought of one Fee, and my 
mterest and lease of a certain meadow or marsh ground lying 
in Popler Marsh which I have from my Lord Wentworthe, 
deceased, and my interest and lease of the brewhouse called 
‘Pickle heringe’ in the parish of St Olave’s aforesaid, to have 
and to hold the said manors, lands, tenements, and heredita- 
ments, and all the leases and premises aforesaid with the ap- 
, purtenances unto my said executors for and during the term 
of twelve years next after my decease, for and towards the 
payment of my debts and legacies, and performance of this my 
present last will and testament. And my mind and will is that 
if my said executors at any tunc before the end of the said 
twelve years shall have levied, received, and gathered so much 
money of the issues and clear yearly rents of the said manors, 
lands, tenements, hereditaments, and leases as will amount 
unto the full payment of all my debts and legacies in and by 
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this my present last will and testament given and bequeathed, 

and my said executors fully satisfied of all such sums of money 

as they have expended or laid out touchmg the execution of 

this my will, or in any sort been at, or charged withal, then I 

will, and my mind is, that the said manors, lands, tenements, 

hereditaments, and leasfs, and every of them, immediately 

€ 

after the said term of twelve years, or after so much money re- 
ceived and gathered as is aforesaid, shall severally remain as 
they be hereafter in this my present last will given, bequeathed, 
limited, or appointed Item, I will and bequeath unto Mar- 
garet, now my wife, fourteen hundred pounds of lawful Eng- 
bsh money, to be paid unto her by my executors within two 
j ears next after my decease for and in consideration hereafter 
by this my last will expressed and declared. Item, I do be- 
queath unto the said Margaret my wife absolutely to her own 
use all such household stuff and plate now being at or within 
my now mansion house in Bermondsey aforesaid as were hers 
at the time of marriage between me and my said wife, And 
also I give and bequeath unto her the use and occupation only 
of all my other household stuff and plate whatsoever remain- 
ing in my said mansion house so long as she shall be a widow 
and keep herself unmarried Item, I w ill and bequeath unto the 
said Margaret my wife, after the said two months as aforesaid, 
my mansion house aforesaid, with the gardens and backsides 
to the same belonging, and one close lying on the backside, now 
used by me with the said house, and all the tenements or houses „ 
over against the said mansion house whereof she now receiveth 
the rents, and also all those my tenements or houses situate 
between the said mansion house and the tenement called ‘the 
Maidenhed’, to have and to hold the premises aforesaid with 
the appurtenances to her, the said Margaret, and her assigns, 
for and during the term of her natural hfe, provided always 
and upon condition that if she, the said Margaret my wife, 
shall at any time hereafter make any claim or title to any other 
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my lands, tenements, possessions, [or] hereditaments, or make 
claim to any other goods and chattels whatsoever hy reason of 
her right of dower, jointure, jomt purchase, thirds, or any 
other right or custom whatsoever other than to those gifts and 
bequeaths [bequests] to her before by this my present last will 
given, wiUed, or bequeathed, then I ijill that all the gifts, lega- 
cies, Md bequeaths to her before given, wdled, or bequeathed 
shall be utterly void and of none effect, and that she shall re- 
ceive no benefit by the same, provided also that if the said 
Margaret my wife, upoq reasonable request to be made unto 
her by my executors or any other unto whom by this my pres- 
ent last will and testament I shall will, devise, or bequeath any 
of my lands, tenements, possessions, hereditaments, leases, 
goods, and chattels whatsoever, shall refuse or do not in con- 
vement time release, surrender, and give up to them and every 
of them (upon reasonable request to be made as aforesaid), at 
their costs and charges, all her right, title, and interest of 
dower, jointure, joint purchase, and thirds, and other her right 
whatsoe'er of, in, and to my said lands, tenements, posses- 
sions, hereditaments, leases, goods, and chattels (other than m 
and to those gifts, legacies, and bequests to her before by this 
my present last will and testament given, -vv died, or bequeathed), 
then I will that all the gifts, legacies, and bequests to her as 
aforesaid given, wdled, or bequeathed, shall be utterly void 
and of none effect Item, I will and bequeath unto Chnstofer 
Gardiner, the son of Chnstofer Gardiner my son, deceased, all 
such lands, tenements, and hereditaments as were conveyed 
by me unto Nicholas Fuller and others in trust to the use of 
the said Chnstofer Gardiner my son, and also my manor of 
Sandplace m Dorking in the county of Surrey with the appur- 
tenances, to have and to hold the said manor, lands, tene- 
ments, and hereditaments with the appurtenances to him, the 
smd Christopher Gardiner, and to th8 heirs males of his body 
lawfully begotten, and for default of such issue, to Thomas 

333 



SHAKESPEARE VERSUS SHALLOW 

Gardiner my son, and to the heirs males of his body lawfully 
begotten; and for default of such issue, to the use of Wilham 
Gardmer my son, and to the heirs males of his body lawfully 
begotten, and for default of such issue, then to remain to the 
right heirs of me, the said Wilham Gardiner, for ever But my 
will and meamng is that <|unng the minority of the said Chns- 
tofer Gardiner, that my executors have the setting and letting, 
government and disposition of all such the legacies, bequests, 
and his inheritances, until he come unto the age of one and 
twenty years, and then to yield him aj;rue account of all such 
profits, rents, and revenues only received by them to his use, 
taking their reasonable allowances for such charges as they 
shall be at about the same. Item, I wiU and bequeath unto 
Francis Gardiner, the daughter of the said Chnstofer Gardiner 
my son, deceased, five hundred pounds, to be paid unto her by 
my executors when she shall attain to the age of one and 
twenty years, or at the day of her marriage, which of them 
shall first happen, if she so long hve Item, I will and bequeath 
unto Judith Gardiner, late wife of Chnstofer Gardine* my son, 
deceased, until the said Chnstofer her son and Francis her 
daughter shall come unto the age of one and twenty years, 
thirty pounds yearly for five years next ensumg after my de- 
cease, and after those five years, forty pounds yearly until 
their age aforesaid, for and towards the education and bring- 
ing up of the said Chnstofer and Frauncis dunng their mmor- 
ity as aforesaid, and my will and mind is that if cither of them 
should decease or that the said Frauncis should happen to 
marry before the said age, that the said sum and sums should 
remain for the education of such as were hvmg and unmarned. 
Item, I will and bequeath unto W'llham Gardiner, the son of 
Thomas Gardmer my son, all my lands, tenements, heredita- 
ments, and woods with the appurtenances m Peckham and 
Camberwell in the said county of Surrey, and also all that my 
Manor of Wardalls with the appurtenances in Deptford in the 
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county of Kent, and also all those woods called ‘Caltons 
Woodes’ with the appurtenances in the counties of Kent and 
Surrey, to have and to hold the said manors, lands, tenements, 
hereditaments, and woods with the appurtenances to the said 
Wdham Gardiner and to the heirs males of his body lawfully 
begotten, and for default of such issue, to the use of such other 
issue nfble as the said Thomas Gardiner my son shall hereafter 
have of his body lawfully begotten, and to the heirs males of 
the body of such issue male (of my said son Thomas) lawfully 
begotten, and for default of such issue, to the use of Christofer 
Gardiner and to the heirs males of his body lawfully begotten, 
and for default of such issue, to the use of WiUiam Gardiner my 
son and the heirs males of his body lawfully begotten, and for 
default of such issue, to remam to the right heirs of me, the 
said William Gardiner, for ever And further my will and mind 
18 that if the said William Gardmer, son of the said Thomas 
Gardmer, die without issue male of his body, and he, the said 
Thomas Gardiner, surviving and having no other issue male 
then hving, then I will and bequeath that all the premises be- 
queathed to William his son shall be unto the said Thomas 
Gardiner and to the hens males of his body lawfully begotten, 
and for default of such issue, to the said Christofer Gardiner, 
and to the heirs males of his body lawfully begotten, and for 
default of such issue, to William Gardiner my son and to the 
heirs males of his body lawfully begotten, and for delault of 
such issue, to the right heirs of me, the said William Gardiner, 
for ever Item, I give and bequeath unto the said Wilham Gar- 
diner, son of Thomas Gardiner my son, after the end and ex- 
piration of such mterest as aforesaid bequeathed unto my said 
executors for the performance of this, my last will and testa- 
ment, the use and occupation of all my leases of the Manor of 
Bermondsey and Bermondsey Grange with the appurtenances, 
and of Hatcham Barne Woods m the aounty of Kent, and all 
the term of years in the same leases yet to come and unexpired 
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(if the said 'William shall so long hve), and if it fortune him, 
the said WiUiam Gardmer, to die before the term of years of 
the same leases unexpircd, then I will and bei^ueath that all 
the use and occupation of the residue of the term of years in 
the said leases or any of them, shall remain and be to the use 
of the heirs males of the body of the said William Gardmer 
lawfully begotten for and during the residue of the jfears in 
the said leases that shall be unexpired at the time of the death 
of the said WiUiam Gardiner, and if be, the said Wilham Gar- 
dmer, die without issue (the said term unexpired), then I will 
and bequeath the occupation and use thereof unto the said 
Thomas Gardmer, for and during his natural hfe, provided 
always, and my will and meaning is, that if Thomas Gardiner 
my son at any time become out of debt, or shall not owe or be 
indebted in any sum or sums m all amountmg above one 
hundred pounds, then I will and bequeath that he, the said 
Thomas Gardmer my said son, shall hrst have, hold, and enjoy 
aU and singular my said lands, tenements, hereditaments, and 
woods in Camberwell and Pcckham, and also the sai^ Manor of 
Wardalls with the appurtenances, and all those woods called 
‘Caltons Woodes’ and all the leases and terms of years m the 
same, of the Manor of Bermondsey and Bermondsey Grange, 
and of Hatcham Barne Woods with the appurtenances, before 
willed and bequeathed to the said Wilham Gardiner, to him 
the said Thomas, hkewise after the term of twelve years before 
given to my executors, and after his decease, to remain to the^ 
heirs males of his body lawfully begotten, with remainders 
over as is before hmited and appointed, provided always, and 
my nund is, that Stephen Mameford shall have a lease of a 
tenement and certain lands, parcel of my said lands and tene- 
ments in Peckham and Camberwell, late in the tenure of one 
Wilham Plogge, deceased, for and durmg the term of one and 
twenty years from and 'after the feast of St. Michael next after 
my decease, yielding and paying therefore yearly twenty 
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pounds, at the four most usual feasts in the year by even por- 
tions, unto them who by force of this my last will and testa- 
ment otherwise shall have estate of the same tenement and 
lands. Item, I will and bequeath unto Margarett Gardmer, 
Frauncis, and Catherm Gardiner, three of the daughters of the 
said Thomas Gardiner my son, to each of them five hundred 
marks, to be paid by my executors unto the said Thomas Gar- 
dmer their father, to be by him kept and employed to the best 
use of his said daughters until they shall attain unto the age of 
one and twenty years, orsintil the day of their marriage, which 
shall happen first,* and then to be paid unto them as they shall 
severally attain to the age aforesaid or as they shall be married 
as aforesaid, and if any of the daughters of my son Thomas 
shall die before she or they shall have their portions due and 
payable, then I will that their portions be equally divided 
amongst the sister or sisters of them survivmg Item, I will and 
bequeath unto WiUiam Gardiner my son, over and besides aU 
such lands, tenements, and leases before by me assured unto 
him in maariage with Mr Serjeant Yelverton’s daughter, being 
part in possession and part in reversion after my decease, these 
parcels following, viz. the reversion of the Parsonage of 
Ewell with the appurtenances in the county of Surrey, and a 
water-mill there when it happeneth, to have and to hold the 
said Parsonage of Ewell with the appurtenances and the mill 
unto the said Wilham Gardiner and to his heirs for ever, and 
^80 I give and bequeath to my said son Wilham Gardmer one 
hundred pounds towards the renewing of a lease of certain 
tenements and grounds m Rederith in the county of Surrey, 
which I have already assured unto him Item, I wdl and be- 
queath unto the said Wilham Gardmer my son, after such m- 
terest expired as aforesaid made unto my executors, my mter- 
est and leases of certain tenements called ‘the White Horse’ 
and ‘the Wallnuttree’, situate within tlie parish of St. Olave’s 
m the borough of Southwark in the county of Surrey, and also 
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my interest and lease of certain woods in Kent which 1 lately 
bought of one John Johnson, and also my interest and lease of 
the ‘lie of Duckes’, bought of one Fee, and all the terms of 
years in the foresaid several leases contamed yet to come and 
unexpired, provided also, and my will is, that if Edward F owle, 
his executors or assigns^ do pay to my said executors within 
[blank] next after my decease the sum of [blank] That then 
also the bequest before made to my executors and my said son 
Wilham of my lease and interest of ‘the Wallnuttree’ in South- 
wark shall be hkewise utterly void, and that then I will that 
my said executors shall assign to the said Edward Fowle, his 
executors and assigns, the lease of the same ‘W allnuttree’, and 
my meanmg is, that the money that is to be paid by the same 
Edward Fowle, my executors to have it towards the payment 
of my debts and performance of the legacies in this my will. 
Item, I will and bequeath unto Anne Perrot, my daughter, my 
manor or capital messuage called Sandplace m Dorking with 
the appurtenances in the county of Surrey, to her durmg the 
term of three years next following after my decear.e. Item, I 
will and bequeath unto the said Anne Perot, my daughter, four 
hundred pounds. Item, I will and bequeath unto Dorothie 
Perot, daughter of the said Anne, three hundred pounds, to be 
paid at her day of marriage or at some other couvement time 
Item, I will and bequeath unto every of the other children of 
the said Anne Perot my daughter, one hundred pounds apiece, 
VIZ. to Wilham Perott one hundred pounds, to Frauncis Perot 
one hundred pounds, to Ursula Perot one hundred pounds, and 
to Symon Perot one hundred pounds, to be paid unto the said 
Anne Perot my daughter, to be employed to the best use of her 
said children until they shall severally attam to their ages of 
one and twenty years, or until the day of the marriage of the 
said daughters, which of them shall first happen, and if any of 
my daughter’s children aforesaid do chance to die before their 
portions shall he due as aforesaid, then I will and my mind is 
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that his and their portions so deceasing shall be equally divi* 
ded amongst the rest of the children of the said Anne then sur- 
viving at the* time when his or their portions so deceasing 
should have been due and payable Item, I will and bequeath 
unto my executors all recogmzances, statutes, bonds, and 
writings entered into, acknowledged, and made unto me or any 
other to my use by Symon Perot, gentleman, deceased And 
my will and mind is that they, my said executors, shall receive 
and take the benefit thereof to the only use of the said Anne 
Perot my daughter, and that they shall pay unto the said 
Anne Perot all surfh money or other profit as shall be recovered, 
levied, or received by virtue of the said recogmzances, statutes, 
bonds, and writings, or any of them Item, I will and bequeath 
unto Katherm Smith my daughter, now wife of Nicholas Smith, 
esquire, to the use of her during her hfe and of the children of 
the said Nicholas and Cathenn after her decease (if any of the 
years of these leases followmg shall be unexpired), all that lease 
and term of years in the same of all those tenements, houses, 
and land^with the appurtenances in Bermondsey Street or 
elsewhere which I have made unto me from the President and 
Fellows of Magdalen College m Oxford, and also one lease and 
term of years in the same unexpired of all the marsh lands or 
meadows lying in Popler Marsh, which I have from my Lord 
Wentworthe. Item, I will and bequeath unto John Stipkin, 
Chnstofer Smithe, William Smithe, John Smithe, and Francis 
^mithe, the sons and daughter of the said Cathenn my daugh- 
ter, SIX hundred pounds, viz to each of her said sons one hun- 
dred pounds apiece, and two hundred pounds to her daughter 
Fraunces, to be paid unto the said Cathenn my daughter to 
the use of her said sons and daughter to employ every of their 
portions for them until her said sons shall severally attain unto 
their age of one and twenty years, and her said daughter unto 
the age of one and twenty years or the day of her marriage, 
which shall first happen; and if any of the said children of my 
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daughter Catherin shall die before their portions be due, then 
I 'will that his and their portions shall be equally divided 
amongst such of the children of my daughter Gathenn which 
she now hath by the said Nicholas Smithe as shall be then sur- 
viving at the time when his or their portions so deceasing 
should have been due and payable. Item, I will and bequeath 
unto Wilham Waite, John Waite, Richard Waite, and Mar- 
garet Wayte, sons and daughters of William Waite the elder, 
one hundred and threescore pounds between them, viz." to 
every of them forty pounds apiece, <o be paid unto the said 
sons as they shall attain unto the age of one 'and twenty years, 
and to the said daughter at her age of one and twenty years or 
at the day of her marriage, which shall first happen, and if any 
of the said children of the said W'lUiam Wayte shall die before 
his or their portion shall be due, then I will that his or their 
portions so deceasing shall be equally divided amongst the rest 
of the children of the said William Waite the elder surviving. 
Item, I will and bequeath unto Margarett Atkinson, the daugh- 
ter of [blank] Atkinson my mece, thirty pounds. Ho be paid 
unto her when she shall attain unto the age of one and twenty 
years, or the day of her marriage, which shall first happen. 
Item, I will and bequeath unto Frissell Banckes, the daughter 
of Ehzaheth Banckes, my mece, thirty pounds, to be paid unto 
her at the age of one and twenty years or at the day of her 
marriage, which shall first happen Item, I will and bequeath 
unto the right honourable Sir John Fortescue, knight, Chan* 
cellor of the Queen’s Majesty’s Exchequer, and one of Her 
Highness’ most honourable Privy Council, twenty pounds and 
my stoned horse Item, I 'Will and bequeath unto Sir Edmond 
Anderson, knight. Lord Chief Justice of Her Majesty’s Court 
of Common Pleas, twenty pounds and my bay trotting gelding. 
Item, I wdl and bequeath unto John Jefferson twenty marks. 
Item, I will and my mind is that the said John Jefferson shall 
hav e a lease in reversion for one and twenty years of the house 
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vherein he now dwelleth, and also a lease m reversion of ‘Dove- 
house Meade’ for one and thirty years at such rent as they be 
now letten, after the expiration of such interest and term as 
yet are unexpired Item, I will and bequeath unto Titus Moms 
of the city of Norwich, my very good friend, thirteen pounds, 
six shillmgs, eight pence. Item, I will and bequeath unto Gods- 
call, merchant of London, three pounds. Item, I will and be- 
queath unto the poor people of the parish of Saint Thomas in 
Southwark, three pounds, six shillings, eight pence Item, I 
wiU and bequeath unto tshe poor of the parish of Saint Saviour’s 
in Southwark, fiifle pounds Item, I will and bequeath unto the 
prisoners in the Compter in Southwark, forty shiUings Item, 
to the poor in the Hospitals of Christ Church in London and 
Samt Thomas in Southwark, twenty pounds, viz to either of 
them, ten pounds Item, to the prisoners in theWhite Lion, the 
Marshalsey, and King’s Bench m Southwark, fifteen pounds, 
viz to each of them prisons [sic], five pounds Item, I will and 
bequeath unto Mr Steere, minister of the pansh of Saint Mary 
Magdalew’s in Bermondsey, forty shilhngs or a ring of that 
value. Item, I will and bequeath unto the churchwardens of 
the parish church of Saint Mary Magdalen’s aforesaid, to buy 
therewith a Commumon cup to be used in the said church, six 
pounds, thirteen shilhngs, four pence. Item, I wdl and be- 
queath unto the poor of the said parish of Saint Mary Mag- 
dalen’s, ten pounds, to be distributed amongst them by mv 
executors presently after my decease Item, I wiU and be- 
queath unto the poor people of the said parish of Saint Mary 
Magdalen’s for ever, ten pounds yearly to be issuing, levied, 
perceived, and taken, and yearly to be paid out of aU my houses 
situate in Bermondsey Street, built upon the causey there. 
Item, I will and bequeath unto Abraham Loadinge, five pounds 
Item, I will and bequeath unto Edward Wilson, forty shillings. 
Item, I wiU and bequeath unto Edward Gateward, forty shil- 
lings. Item, I wdl and bequeath unto Richard Rider, clerk, five 
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pounds. Item, I will and bequeath unto Nicholas Chalkeley, 
BIX pounds, thirteen shillings, four pence, and George Rooper, 
my servant, forty shdhngs Item, unto Mane, my maidservant, 
SIX pounds, thirteen shillings, four pence. Item, to Isabell, my 
other maidservant, forty sbillmgs. Item, I will and bequea^ 
unto Wilham Hall, sometime my servant, six pounds, thirteen 
shilhngs, four pence Item, I will and bequeath unto Edward 
Brasier, servant unto Thomas Gardiner my son, forty shdhngs 
Item, I wdl and bequeath unto John Luce, my brother-in-law, 
SIX pounds, thirteen shillings, four pcticc Item, I will and be- 
queath unto Chnstofer Gardiner, the son of X/)ofer Gardiner 
my son, deceased, all the residue of my fee simple lands, tene- 
ments, and hereditaments whatsoever in this my present last 
will and testament before not willed and bequeathed, to have 
and to hold the same to him the said Chnstofer Gardiner and 
to the heirs males of his body lawfully begotten, and for de- 
fault of such issue, to the use of Thomas Gardiner my son and 
the heirs males of his body lawfully begotten, and for default 
of such issue, to the use of WiUiam Gardiner my son,Gnd of the 
heirs males of his body lawfully begotten, and for default of 
such issue, to remain to the ngbt heirs of me, the said WiUiam 
Gardiner, for ever, provided always, and my intent and mean- 
ing IS, that if the said Chnstofer Gardiner or his heirs or Judith 
Gardiner his mother, or any other for them, or any of them to 
their use bj their pnvity, assent, or appointment, shaU at any 
time hereafter go about to impeach, recover, or get the posses- < 
Sion of any the lands, tenements, and hereditaments, or any 
part thereof, that were heretofore conveyed by me unto the 
use of Christofer Gardiner, my son deceased, as aforesaid, by 
force of any assurance or conveyance heretofore made to the 
said Chnstofer contrary to the intent and meaning of this my 
last will and testament^ then I will that my bequest of my fee 
simple lands, tenements, and hereditaments aforesaid, and also 
the bequest of my manor of Sandplace in Dorking with the 
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appurtenances before m this my last will and testament willed 
and bequeathed unto the said Xpofer Gardiner, son of Christo- 
fer Gardmerjny son, deceased, and all other bequests or lega- 
cies before in this my last will willed and bequeathed unto the 
said Xpofer, Judith, and to Francis Gardiner her daughter, 
shall be utterly void and of none e^ect. And then 1 will that 
the said lands, tenements, and hereditaments, and my said 
manor of Sandplace in Dorkmg with the appurtenances, to him 
the said Chnstofer before given and bequeathed, shall remain 
and be to my executor* and their heirs, to be sold by them to 
the best proof towards the payment of my debts and legacies 
and performance of this my last will and testament And my 
mmd and will is, and I do by these presents bequeath unto my 
said executors after the performance of this my last will and 
testament, that my said executors shall have all such lands, 
tenements, and hereditaments bequeathed unto the said Xpofer 
durmg bis mmority, yielding an account for the same at the 
full age of the said Xpofer, deducting unto them all such 
reasonaUe charges and expenses whatsoever that they shall or 
have expended about the same, provided always, and my 
mind, will, and meamng is, that Kcllem Hcdley and [blank] 
Gardiner, my tenants, and their two wives shall not be put 
forth of the teuements wherein they now dwell during their 
natural lives, paying the rent they now pay for the same AU 
the residue of my goods movable and immovable, chattels, 
household stuff, plate, implements, and jewels whatsoever, ex- 
ceptmg two gold chains given unto my two sons Thomas and 
Wilham, of what nature and kind soever they he of, in this my 
present testament and last will not willed or bequeathed, I 
whoDy give and bequeath them unto my executors, and I do 
ordain,make, and appomtWilbamGardmer myson andNicho- 
las Smithe, esquire, my son-m-law, executors of this my last 
will and testament, charging them as they will answer before 
Cod to see this my last will and testament performed and 
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executed according to tbe true intent and meaning thereof, as 
I hope they -will according to the trust and confidence I repose 
in them; and that they see my funerals performed, and my 
body decently to be brought unto the ground as fitteth one of 
my degree and caUing; provided always, that if any of znme 
executors, without the assent of the rest of the executors, or else 
without the assent of one of them, together with the assent of 
the said right honourable Sir John Fortescue, shall do or cause 
to be done any act or acts, thing, or things, touchmg any of my 
goods, money, chattels, or debts, by ffirce of his executorship, 
amounting to the value of five pounds or more, that then he so 
domg shall be, and shall be adjudged to be, from the begin- 
ning, none of my executor, nor shall receive any benefit or 
advantage of any legacy given to him with the rest of the exe- 
cutors as executors or in the name of executors, any thing be- 
fore to the contrary in any wise notwithstanding, and that all 
controversies arising between my executors or any other con- 
cermng this my said will, shall be ordered by the said Sir John 
Fortescue and Sir Edmond Anderson. In witness wiereof, to 
this my present testament and last will, I, the said Wilham 
Gardiner, have set my hand and seal the six and twentieth day 
of September in the nine and thirtieth year of the reign of our 
most gracious Sovereign Lady, Queen Elizabeth, Annoque 
Domim 1597 This will was sealed and pubhsbed by the above 
named Wilham Gardiner the testator the day and year last 
above mentioned in the presence of us Nicholas Fuller, Nicho- , 
las Chalkeley, George Bacon, George Rooper. 

[Codicil.] 

Whereas by my last will and testament in writing, dated the 
first day of this instant month of September, amongst other 
thmgs in the legacies therein wrilled or bequeathed to my wife, 

I have added two provisos or conditions to the same legacies 
which are thought very* strait and dangerous, therefore I will 
that the same provisos and conditions be both void and of no 
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force; and that my said wife shall have the legacies therein to 
her bequeathed m such manner as the same are therem to her 
beqneathed, upon these conditions followmg and not upon any 
other condition, that is to say, that if she shall arrest, sue, im- 
plead, or cause to be arrested, sued, or impleaded, mine execu- 
tors or any of them, or any claiming under them, or mine heir, 
or any claiming by, from, or under mine estate, for any money, 
goods, chattels, lands, or tenements, upon any title, right, or 
mterest derived from me or by her mtermamage with me, 
other than for the money, goods, chattels, lands, and tene- 
ments, or any of them, devised or bequeathed to her by my 
said last will and testament, or if she shall refuse to make such 
release or releases, surrender or surrenders, to my heirs, execu- 
tors, or assigns, of all and every my goods, chattels, lands, and 
tenements, or of any part thereof (other than of such as are 
devised unto her by my said will), as the Lord Chief Justice of 
the Common Pleas at Westminster for the time being shall 
think meet to be made unto them and every or any of them, 
and shall subscribe his name thereunto in testimony of his 
assent or likin g thereof, or if that she do not within six days 
next after notice to her given thereof and the said release or 
surrender to her tendered, duly and lawfully seal and dehver 
the same as her deed or deeds, then and from thenceforth the 
legacies to her given, bequeathed, hmited, or appointed bv my 
said will shall be void and of no force, any thing therein to the 
. contrary m any wise notwithstanding And where I have by 
my said will devised to Chnstofer Gardiner my son’s son, and 
to the heirs males of his body lawfully' begotten, with divers 
remamders over, the manor of Sandplace in Dorkmg in the 
county of Surrey, which manor with the appurtenances before 
m my said will I have bequeathed to my said executors amongst 
other things for twelve years for the payment of my debts and 
performance of my will, so as some contranety appeareth 
which may breed controversy hereafter, therefore I do by this 
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Codicil annexed to my will as part thereof declare, will, and 
devise, touchmg the said manor of Sandplace with the appur- 
tenances, that Anne Perrot my daughter shall have the same 
for and during the term of three years next after my decease, 
and that after the said three years expired, mine executors 
shall have the same manor of Sandplace with the appurten- 
ances for and during mne years, residue of the said 'twelve 
years, for the payment of my debts and legacies, if m the mean 
time the same he not fully paid or satisfied, as in my wdl I have 
expressed, and that after those estates, interests, or terms 
ended, then to remain to the said Christofer Gardmer, my 
son’s son, and to the heirs males of his body lawfully begotten, 
with the remainders over in such sort as in my said will is de- 
clared And I do Lkewise declare, will, and devise that the 
legacies by me made of the manor of WardaUs, the lands in 
Poplar Marsh and of any other thing or things which I have in 
the former part of my will devised to mine executors for twelve 
years as above, and after I have devised to any other person or 
persons or m any other manner, that the same lattar legacies 
thereof shall take place after the former legacies for twelve 
years executed and performed and not before (for such was my 
meamng from the beginning), any thing to the contrary in any 
wise notwithstanding And whereas I have given and be- 
queathed to the poor people of the parish of Saint Mary Mag- 
dalen’s in Southwark for ever, ten pounds yearly to be issmng 
out of my houses situate in Bermondsey Street, built upon the , 
causey there, for that I am informed the same legacy is not 
good m law to contmue for ever according to my intent, there- 
fore I do revoke and make void the same legacy, and do by 
these presents will and devise to Wilham Gardiner and Nicho- 
las Smith, whom I have made mme executors, and to [blank] 
and to their heirs and assigns for ever, one annual or yearly 
rent of ten pounds, to h'e issuing and going out of all my said 
houses and tenements situate in Bermondsey Street aforesaid, 
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built upon the causey there, to be paid half-yearly at the feasts 
of the Annunciation of the Virgin Mary and Saint Michael the 
Archangel by equal portions, to the intent that the poor in- 
habitants of the said parish of Saint Mary Magdalen’s in South- 
wark may be relieved therewith And I do further will and de- 
vise that if any default of payment be made of the said rent or 
of any part thereof at any time or times when it ought to be 
paid, that then and from thenceforth it shall he lawful for those 
to whom It IS devised as above, their heirs and assigns and 
every of them, to entej into the said tenements or into any 
part or parts thereof, and there to distrain for the said rent and 
arrearages thereof, if any shall be, and the distress or dis- 
tresses to withhold until satisfaction be made of the said rent 
and arrearages thereof, and mine hope and desire is that if all 
the said feoflfees save one shall decease, that then the one 
surviving feoflfee shall make a new grant or assignment to 
others of the same parish and to their heirs and assigns of the 
said yearly rent, to the intent to contmue the payment of the 
same rent, the better for the good of the poor of the said parish 
forever In witness whereof, I, the said Wilham Gardmer. to 
this present Codicil annexed to my will have set my hand and 
seal the seven and twentieth day of September in the mne and 
thirtieth year of the reign of our Sovereign Lady, Queen Ehza- 
beth, and in the year of our Lord God One Thousand Five 
Hundred Ninety Seven Witnesses hereunto, Nicholas Fuller, 
> Nicholas Chalkcley, George Bacon, George Rooper. Memoran- 
dum that the name of Thomas Gardiner was rased and blot 
out by me William Gardiner, esquire, in the presence of us. 
Griff Steuens, Cornelius Tise his mark, George Rooper 
Probatum fuit Testamentum suprasenptum apud London co- 
ram venerabih viro Magistro WiUielmo Lewyn legum doctors 
Cune Prerogatiue Cantuanensis Magistro Custode siue Com- 
missano legitime constituto Octauo die mensis Decembns 
Anno Domim MiUesimo Quingentesimo Nonagesimo Septimo. 
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Juramento Thome Browne notanj publicj proeuratorie Wil- 
lielmi Gardiner fihj dicb defnncti et Nicholai Smithe armigen 
Executorum m hmusmodt testamento nominatomm Quibua 
comnussa fuit administratio bonorum Junum et creditorum 
eiusdem defuncti De bene et iidebter adminietrandoru/n &c , 
Ad sancta Dei Evangeb^ Jurat’. 

[Marginal Note ] 

Duodecimo die mensis Apnbs Anno Domim 1605 pro- 
batum fait buiusmodi testamentnm cum codicillo eiusdem de- 
functi annexum Et commusa fmt administralio &c Domino 
Thomse Gardner fibo nuturab et legttimo dictf defuncti et exe- 
cutor! &c , vt in libro actorum de approbacionibus testamen- 
torum plenius bquet et apparet. 

cell. 

[1597, December 22 College of Arms, Funeral Certificates, 

I. 16, f 7] 

22 Decern 1597 

WILLIAM GARDYNER of Barmescy in the Oounty of 
Surrey, Esquire, married to his first wife Frances, daughter to 
Robert Lucy of London, gent , and had by her issue 3 sons 
and 2 daughters viz 

Christopher Gardyner his son and heir, who married Judeth 
daughter and heir of Tho Sackville of Chedingle m the County 
of Sussex, Esquire, by whom he had issue Christopher his son 
and heir, now about the age of three quarters, and Frances a < 
daughter about the age of 2 years, their father being deceased; 
Thomas Gardyner second son, married Frances, the eldest 
daughter of Ralf Skypworth of Parkbury m the County of 
Hartford, gent , by whom he had issue 3 sons and 3 daughters, 
VIZ Willm. that died young and Wdlm now living about the 
age of 8 years, Richard died young, Margaret first daughter 
about 9 years old, Frances second daughter aged 5, and 
Katheryne third daughter about a year old, 

348 



GAHDINER DOCUMENTS 


William Gardyner third son, mamed Mary daughter of 
Christopher Yelverton of Easton-Malditt in the County of 
Northampton, Serjeant at Law (and now Speaker of the 
Parliament), hy whom he hath as yet no issue, 

Katherme Gardyner eldest daughter, married to her first 
husband Jhon Stepkyn dwelhng m St. Kathenne’s near Lon- 
don, and had by him issue one son named Jhon about 14 years 
of age. And after the said Katherme married to her second 
husband Nicholas Smyth of Westminster in the County of 
Middlesex, Esquire, by whom she hath issue 3 sons and 
one daughter, \xz Christopher Smytb about the age of 11 
years, Wdlm aged 8, Jhon aged 4, and Frances their daughter 
aged 3 

Anne Gardyner the youngest daughter, marned Symon Pe- 
rott of Sutton-Cofield in the County of Warwick, gent , by 
whom she hath issue 2 sons and 3 daughters ( . now widow), 
VIZ. WiUm Perott about the age of 8 years, Symon aged 3, 
Dorothy 13, Frances 11, and Ursula 7 

After th« said WiUrn Gardyner Esqmre marned to bis second 
wife Margaret, daughter of [blank] Lucas of the City of Glou- 
cester, by whom he had no issue. 

The said W“ Gardyner being of the age of three score years 
and SIX departed this transitory life at his house at Barmescy 
Street m the County of Surrey aforesaid, on Saturday the 26th 
of November 1597, from whence he was very worshipfuUy ac- 
companied unto the parish church of Barmescy on Thursday 
the 22th of December following The preacher was Doctor 
Mountfort. The pennon of his arms was borne by W™ W ayt 
his kmsman. The helm and crest by Tho Lant, Wmdsor Her- 
ald. The coat of arms by W™ Camden, Clarenceux King of 
Arms, who directed the said funeral The body borne by six of 
his own servants. The chief mourner Tho Gardyner his second 
son. The two assistants W™ Gardyner third son and Nicholas 
Smyth aforesaid, being executors to the defunct of his last will 
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and testament. And in witness that this Certificate is true m 
all points, we whose names are underwritten have hereunto 
set our hands the day, month, and year above specified. 


o , I iWilham Gardjmer 

Subscribed 


Willm Camden, Clarenceux 
T Lant, Wmdsor. 


cclii. 

[No date Probably late Elizabeth or early James Collections 
made by Archbishop Ussher Rawlinson MS 849, fiF 304'', 305 
That this amusing passage refers to Justice Gardmer of Ber- 
mondsey IS not eertam, but it seems very likely to me ] 

An answer to Mr. Thystrame Gawen his challence 
The tide of the challenge. 

That the religion which we profess is no new rehgion or pro- 
fession, but if any be new, the Romish Church hath t[»e novel- 
ties & not we. 

The answer. 

Such as know you, Mr Trystrame, & your employments, do 
assure me you had this challenge of some minister whom 1 
take to be a Puritan, for the church of England alloweth of 
fasts & feasts kept m honour of Saints, a thing his stomach 
brooketh not, as you may gather out of his seventh paragraph, 
and as for this comparison, I report myself to the late Justice 
Gardmer, who was wont to say that if the Pope was Anti- 
christ, he was an old Antichrist, whereas the Puritans had their 
beginning from John Calvyn, who hved but the other day, a 
man infamous for his life, & by law to be burned, had not his 
bishop & magistrate dealt mercifully with him, as you may 
read m your countryman Mr. Doctor Stapleton’s book entitled 
Promptuanum Cathohcum. 
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WAYTE DOCUMENTS 
. Edmund Wayte 

1545/6. Fourth Warden of the Leathersellers’ Company His- 
tory . . of Leathersellers of London [W. H. Black, (1871), 
6J] 

1552/3. Second Warden of the aame [Black, ibid ] 

1552, 14 Sept Hie wife Ehzabeth buried at Bermondeey. 
[Genealogist, vi, app , 19.] 

1553, 20 Oct. Ordered t<J repair pavement before his tenements 
m Southwark [Guildhall, Southwark Courts Leet ] 

1554, 18 Oct Fined 3s 4d for not mending pavement before 
his tenements on the ‘causeye’, and ordered to do it. 
[/6id ] 

1555, 6 March. “Item, Edmond Wayte holdeth 7 tenements 
together late belongmg unto Saint George’s Church, and 
payeth yearly for quitrent, 5s. Saint George’s Field 
Whereof Edmond Wayte claimeth an acre ’’ [/6id] 

1555/6 First Warden of the Leathersellers [Black, ibid ] 

1556, 6 Aug Acknowledged that he owed WiUiam Sutton 
£250, conditioned on the payment of £200 by 12 March 
next [Close Roll, 3 & 4 Ph & Mary C54/527/18 ] 

1557, 6 Dec Buried at Bermondsey [Geneologisl, \ i, app , 27 ] 

1558, 24 Oct Manor of Southwark. Jurors present that Ed- 
mund Wayte, a free tenant within the manor has died 
since the last Court, and that his son [blank] Wayte, aged 
14 or more, is next heir The heir’s hereditaments remain 
m the hands of his mother, now wife of Wilham Gardener, 
gentleman, during his nonage, to be applied to his use. 
[Guildhall, Southwark Courts Leet ] 

William Wayte 

[?1579, ?1589, 5 Mar] “Wilham 'W^aight, late citizen and 
leatherseUer of London, son and heir of Edward [sic] 
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Waight, late citizen and also leatherseller of London, de- 
ceased," on 5 Mar 21 [?31] Ehz., leased a bouse in Ber- 
mondsey to John Jefferson for 40 years at a^early rent of 
£3. [Chancery Froc., Jas I RI3/32 Robinson v, Pitham, 
February 1616/7 ] 

1579/80, Hilary. Between Wilham Gardner, querent, and 
Wilham Wayte and Joan his wife, deforciants, of 3 mes- 
suages, 3 gardens, and 20 acres of pasture in the parishes 
of St Mary Magdalen's, Bermondsey, and St George’s, 
Southwark Warranted by Wilham and Joan for them- 
selves and the heirs of Wilham to Wilham Gardner and 
his heirs forever for £220. [Feet of Fines. C.P. 25/Surr. H. 
22 Ehz ] 

1584, Tnmty Emanuel Cole sued Wilham Waight of London, 
leatherseller, for debts of £40 and £6, owing on bonds 
made respectively 13 March and 22 April, 23 Ehz. (1581). 
[Common Pleas. C P. 40/1429/1256 ] 

1589/90, 27 Jan "Robert Mott Vicesimo septimo die mensis 
emanavit Commissio WiUelmo Waite nuper manto Joanne 
Wayte dum vixit proxima consanguinea Robert! Mott 
nuper de Lambeth in Comitatu Surrey defuncti . . . Ad 
admuustrand’ bona jura et credita eiusdem Roberti de 
bene &c . .” [Prerog. Ct. Canterbury, Admou., 1587- 
1591, 127 ] 

1594, Michaelmas Francis Whyte craves sureties of the peace 
against John Turner, Wilham Wayghte, Kenclm Hedley^ 
and Ehzabeth Roberts, for fear of death, etc Wnt of 
attachment issued to the sheriff of Surrey, returnable 3 
February 1594/5. [Queen’s Bench Controlment Roll. 
K.B. 29/232. Wilham Gardiner was sheriff of Surrey at 
this time, Kenelm (KeUam) Hedley was a tenant of his, 
and 18 mentioned in his will ] 

1598, 24 May. Henry Alison, Gardmer’s scrivener, deposed on 
this date in Chancery as follows "That he remembreth 
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that he was present when one William Wayte, servant to 
the said WiUiam Gardiner, by his master’s appomtment 
paid unto one of Sur Nicholas Woodruff’s servants, to the 
use of Sir Nicholas, the sum of £200 [Chancery Town 
Depositions. C24/262/62 ] 

1600, Tnmty. In Easter term, Frances Gardmer, a minor, by 
bfer guardians John Harborne and John Lloyd, charged 
William Wayte with wrongfully pasturmg cattle on 3 
acres of her land at Bermondsey [Queen’s Bench K B. 
27/1362/1127] 

1602, 26 March Jn Chancery, Brooke v Smyth Deposition of 
William Wayte, of St Mary Magdalen’s in Bermondsey, 
leatherseller, of the age of 47 years or thereabouts [Chan- 
cery Town Depositions C24/294 pt 1/5 ] 

1602, 19 April In Chancery, Gardiner v Saunders Deposition 
of William Wayte, described as above [C24/294 pt. 1/30 ] 
1602, 16 November Decree in Chancery, Gardner v Wayte 
Decretum inter Gardner et Wayte Where ^ilbam Gardner of 
Langhaiy in the county of Surrey, esqmre, heretofore exhibited 
his bill of complaint into this most high court of Chancery 
against Wilbam Wayte of Barmondsey, gentleman, for and 
concerning the right, title, and interest of and to the rector) 
and parsonage of Ewell in the said county of Surrey, and of one 
water-mill, called or known by the name of the Nether Mill, 
and of two closes and of other lands, tenements, and heredita- 
^ments with their appurtenances in Ewell aforesaid, contracted 
and agreed on by Wilbam Gardiner, late of Bermondsey in the 
said county, deceased, father of the complainant, in his life- 
time with Henry Saimders of London, gentleman, and Nicholas 
Saunders of Ewell aforesaid, gentleman, for the sum of £600 
paid unto them by the said Wilbam the father, who appointed 
and caused the assurance and conveyance of the premises to 
be made in the names of the said WiUfam the son and the said 
defendant Wayte, whereby the said Henry and Nicholas 
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Saunders did grant, bargain, and sell the premises to the com- 
plainant and defendant as persons in trust by the said William 
the father to the only use and behoof of the said complainant 
and defendant in fee simple, the said complainant by his said 
bill further declaring that although the said Wilham the father 
always intended that the ordermg and disposition of the pre- 
mises should be at his own appomtment (albeit the cbnvey- 
ance was made as is aforesaid), and manifested the same sun- 
dry times before credible witnesses, that the said complainant 
and defendant were but persons trusted to his use, and did 
before bis death by his last will and testament dispose and 
bequeath the premises to the complainant and his heirs, yet 
the said defendant Wayte, findmg himself jomed with the 
complainant in the said indenture whereby the premises were 
conveyed, did give forth speeches that he would have and keep 
the moiety of the premises to his own use, and denied to convey 
and assure his interest therein to the complainant, contrary to 
the intent and meaning of the said William Gardiner deceased, 
and contrary to all right, as by the said bill remaipjtng of re- 
cord in this Court more at large appeareth, and whereas the 
said defendant Wayte made three several answers to the said 
bill, and did thereby confess that the said William Gardiner 
the father did purchase by deed of bargain and sale enrolled 
in this Court the said rectory in the name of the said com- 
plainant and defendant, and denied that he ever knew of any 
trust touching the said purchase or of any trust of conveying^ 
the said premises at the disposition of the said Willian Gar- 
diner, but referred himself therein to such proofs as the com- 
plainant should make thereof, as by the said several answers 
remaining of record likewise m this Court more at large ap- 
peareth, and whereas the said complainant thereunto rephed, 
and the parties thereupon being at a full and perfect issue, 
witnesses were examined thereupon in this Court; and pubhea- 
tion being thereof granted, a day for the hearing, ordermg, and 
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adjudging the said cause m question was by this Court ap- 
pointed, at which day, forasmuch as upon the entenng mto 
the hearing qf the matter in the presence of the counsel learned 
on both parts for and touching the parsonage of Ewell afore- 
said with the mill and other lands in the bill mentioned, it ap- 
peared unto this Court, by an ord^r made the first of June 
last upon the hearing of the matter upon a bill wherein the 
said Wayte was then complainant against the said Gardmer 
now plaintiff, demanding amongst other things the moiety of 
the said parsonage, mill, and lands, that upon the hearing of 
that cause this Court was then satisfied by proofs then read 
upon the said Wayte’s own bdl that the said parsonage, mill, 
and lands were purchased by the father of the said Wilham 
Gardmer, though the assurance thereof was taken in trust in 
the names of the said now plaintiff and defendant, and that 
all the money which was paid for the same was paid by the 
plaintiff’s said father, and that he by his will devised the same 
to the plaintiff and his heirs, and that yet nevertheless, for 
that thetsaid Wayte’s counsel then supposed that he could 
make better proof to the contrary upon the now plamtiff’s 
bill, whereupon no pubbcation was then had, the said Wayte 
had then liberty to examine what witnesses he would touching 
the said matter of trust, but with this, that if upon the further 
hearing of the cause upon the now plaintiff’s bill the matter 
should fall out against the said Wayte, then he should pay 
unto the now plaintiff good costs for that delay, and for that 
the said Wayte’s counsel did then allege that the said Wayte 
had not since that time examined any other witnesses touch- 
ing this cause than before were examined, and submitted the 
ordering of the cause to this Court in discharge or excuse of the 
payment of the said costs, whereupon this Court did discharge 
the said defendant of any such costs, it is therefore, this pre- 
sent term of St Michael, that is to say on Tuesday [16 Nov- 
ember 44 Ehz (1602)], by the right honourable Sir Thomas 
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Egerton, knight. Lord Keeper of the Great Seal of England 
and the Court of Chancery, ordered, adjudged, and decreed 
that the said plaintiff, his heirs and assigns, slvall and may 
from henceforth have, hold, and quietly enjoy the said parson* 
age, mill, and lands without let, suit, or interruption of the 
defendant or any claimiqg from, by, or under him or by his 
means or procurement, according to the plamtiff’s title made 
by his bill, and it is also by the said Lord Keeper and Court of 
Chancery ordered, adjudged, and decreed that the said defen- 
dant shall at the costs and charges of fhe plamtiff make such 
conveyance and assurance thereof to the plaintiff and his heirs 
as his counsel shall devise, discharged of all encumbrances 
done by him the said defendant [Chancery Decree KoUs 
C78/102/16 ] 

JUSTICE GARDINER'S SONS 
Christopher Gardiner 

1582 Christopher Gardiner of the Inner Temple, London, 
gentleman, jointly bound with another m £50«to John 
Barnarde [Close Roll, 24 Ehz C54/1144J 

1583, 17 Dec Bound m £400 to John Duncombe of Morcton, 
Bucks, esquire. 

1584, Michaelmas Judgment of £61, debt and damages, 
awarded against him at suit of Wilham Browne, citizen 
and mercer of Loudon [Queen’s Bench K B 27/1291/206] 

1585/6, Hilary In prison for debts owing to Henry Banne8tqr«i 
and others amounting to £313 13 4. [Queen’s Bench K B 
27/1296/295 ] 

1591 John Fleette of the Inner Temple, gentleman, agamst 
Ehzaheth Springe Suit to stay an action on a hond at 
the common Law Plaintiff was jointly bound with Chris- 
topher Gardiner for the latter’s debt to J ohn Springe of 
London, deceased, defendant’s late husband [Requests 
Proc. 206/28 ] 
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1596, Michaelmas. Between Nicholas Smyth, esqmre, and Wil- 
ham aight, querents, and Christopher Gardener, gentle- 
man, and Judith his wife, deforciants ,of8mes8uages,4gar- 
dens, and 42 acres of landm Bermondsey, Rednth,and Cam- 
berwell, warranted against the deforciants and the heirs 
of Christopher for £160 [Common Pleas Notes of Fines, 
Surrey ] 

Thomas Gardiner 

1599, 27 July. Thomas Gardyner of Peckham, Surrey, gentle- 
man, andFrancesdiis wife, for £240 sold to Thomas Gryme 
of London ,*skmner, and J oan his wife, tenements in W ater 
Lambeth and Lambeth, Surrey [Close Roll C54/1636 ] 

1605/6, 6 February James Buddowe, one of his Majesty’s foot- 
men, against Sir Thomas Gardiner and two other newly- 
created knights For himself and other footmen and por- 
ters, Buddowe sues for the customary fees which Gardiner 
and the other defendants, “of a stubborn and wilful resol- 
tion”, have refused to pay [Chaneery Proc James I. C2 
Ja-«»I/B33/12] 

1612, 10 November David de Marteleyre et al against Sir 
Thomas Gardiner et al Concermng Bermondsey Grange 
and land used for whiting hnen cloth [Chancery Proc. 
James I C2 Jas I/M22/4 ] 

William Gardiner 

1597/8, 4 February Charles Howard, esquire, and Charitie his 
wife, late wife of Richard Leech, esquire, against Wilham 
Gardiner and Nicholas Smith To recover an annuity of 
£50 [Chancery Proc , Eliz C2 Eliz /H9/59 ] Depositions 
in this suit [Town Deps , Chanc C24/262/62 ] 

1598, Easter Wdliam Gardiner, gentleman, and Nicholas 
Smith, gentleman, agamst Luke Lanckford et al Concern- 
ing St Saviour’s Grange, Bermondsey [Exchequer Bills 
and Answers. E112/Ehz /Surrey 70 ] 
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1598, 12 May. George Maxy of Southukenden, Essex, gentle- 
man, against WiUiam Gardiner, gentleman, and Mary bis 
■wife Concerning Lagbam Park, Godstone, Surrey, de- 
mised by defendants to plaintiff. To protect plaintiff’s 
title by lease [Chancery Proc , Eliz C2 Ebz /M3/21.] 

1598, Easter Surrey Chr,istopher Yelverton, serjeant at law, 
and Henry Yelverton, esquire, demandants, against Wil- 
bam Gardener, esqmre, and Mary his ■wife. The manor of 
Lagbam alias Langbam Park 6 messuages, 1 dovecote, 
6 gardens, 700 acres of land, etc.,'in Godstone, Wolken- 
sted, Tandndge, and Crowhurst [Reco\*ery RoUs C.P. 
43/Easter 40 Ebz /Surrey] 

1598, Easter Surrey The same demandants agamst Wdbam 
Gardener, esquire 60 messuages, 20 gardens, and 3 acres 
of pasture m the parish of St. Mary Magdalen, Southwark 
[Ibid] 

1599, 20 October Robert Smyth of Bromle^v, Middlesex, es- 
quire, against William Gardyner et al The ‘James’ brew- 
house and other tenements in Bermondsey Strert Relief 
against bond for performance of covenants in deed of bar- 
gain and sale. [Chancery Proc , Ebz C2 Ebz /SI 8/40 ] 

1599, Michaelmas Wilbam Gardyner, esquire, against George 
Etheridge, on an action of trespass foi felling timber in 
Lagham Park [Queen’s Bench KB 27/1358/360d ] 

1600, Trinity The same against the same on another similar 
charge [Queen’s Bench KB 27/1362/316] 

1599/1600, Hilary Thomas Giymes of London, gentleman, sues 
Wilbam Gardner, esquire, on a debt of £100 [Queen’s 
Bench KB 27/1360/929] 

1600 Wdbam Gardyner, esquire, and Nicholas Smith, esquire, 
against the President and Scholars of Magdalen College, 
Oxford Concerning the lease of tenements m St Olave’s, 
Southwark [Requests Proc Req. 2/210/12 ] 

1600-1601 William Gardiner, esquire, against Wilbam Fro- 
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monds and Nicholas SaundeTS Concerning the value of 
Saunders’s inheritance. Depositions. [Chancery Town 
Deps C24/283, C24/294 pt. 1/30 ] 

1602. Wilham Brooke and Agnes his wife against Frances 
Smyth, widow, and Robert her son Depositions on behalf 
of plaintiffs. [Chancery Town peps C24/294 pt 1/5 ] 
1602 Milhcent Saunders, Thomas Wnght, et al , against Mar- 
maduke Dawney, Wilham Gardyner, et al [Star Chamber 
Proc. St. Ch. 5/S80/1 ] 

1602, May. George Etheridge against Wilham Gardiner and 
Nicholas Smith, for not and forcible entry on Lagham 
Park, tned at Special Sessions at Godstone [Hawarde, 
Les Reportes del Cases in Camera Stellata, pp 139ff ] 
1602, June and July The same against the same, in Chancery 
Deposition, 6 July 1602, of Robert Glue of St Olave’s, 
Southwark, bncklayer, aged 27 “That m May last he (this 
deponent) and Water Franklyn, at the request of Mr Wil- 
ham Gardener, did take view of the said house [in Lagham 
wlierein Etheridge dwells], and of the gatehouse, brew- 
house, and other buildings belonging unto it and 
did also survey and make an estimate of the several de- 
cays in the house at the postern gate of Lagham Park 
wherein Wilham Harhnge dweheth, and in three other 
houses there ” [Chancery Town Deps C24/296/35. 
Further depositions C24/296/26 ] 

1602, Tnmty William Gardyner and Nicholas Smyth against 
Judith Philhppes alias Gardyner and William Wayte. 
Plaintiffs allege that defendants, m an effort to mipede the 
execution of the wiU of William Gardiner, esquire, de- 
ceased, have brought false charges against them before 
Dr John Gibson, Master of the Prerogative Court of Can- 
terbury J'hey say, inter aha, that the testator, by his will 
made 1 September 1597, left to William Wayte, senior, a 
lease of some lands and tenements in St. George’s Fields 
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made to George Dailey, and 200 marks, and to Wayte*e 
four children, £50 apiece. That afterwards, on 1 Novem- 
ber 1597, he put Wilham Wayte, semor, out of his will, 
and abridged the bequests to the Wayte children to £40 
each [Queen’s Bench K.B 27/1374/362] 

1602/3, Hilary Lord Majjor and Citizens of London against 
Wilham Gardyner and Nicholas Smyth Two debts of £10 
each owing since 20 March 1595/6 by William Gardyner, 
senior, deceased Satisfaction of £21 for debts and dam- 
ages acknowledged by plamtiffs Queen’s Bench K B 
27/1377/300£l] 

1603, 13 May Wilham Gardner of Surrey created Knight 
Bachelor at the Tower [Shaw, The Knights of England, 
u, 109 ] 

1603, Michaelmas Sir William Gardiner against Richard John- 
son, gentleman, of Southwark, for debt of £15 [Common 
Pleas CP 40/1707/216d ] 

1603, Michaelmas Sir William Gardyner, knight, against Sir 
Thomas Gardyner, knight, concerning the estatemf Wil- 
liam Gardyner, esquire, deceased Depositions Among 
them IB this deposition of Alice, wife of John Arnold of St 
Olave’s, Southwark, dyer, aged 55 [at the signing of a 
lease made by Justice Gardiner to her husband] “she be- 
sought the said William Gardener (in respect of the great 
fine) that he would be good landlord to her and her hus- 
band, whereunto he answered m these or the like words t 
VIZ T will be no worse landlord unto you than I have 
been, and I hope you shall find as good a landlord of my 
son William (meaning the complainant) when I am dead 
and rotten ’ ” [Chancery Town Deps C24/322/50, 51 ] 

1605, 19 November Sir Thomas Gardyner of Camberwell, 
against Sir William Gardyner Dispute over the executor- 
ship of Justice Gardiner's will, and the right to lease Ber- 
mondsey Grange [Exchequer of Pleas E13/437/18 ] 
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1607/8, 11 February Marmaduke Dawney of Sessay, York- 
shire, gentleman, against Sir William Gardiner et al 
Lands 19 Sutton Coldfield, Warwickshire, late of Simon 
Perrott [Chancery Proc , James I C2 Jas I/D3/17.] 

1607 /8, 11 February Wilbam Skeffington of Fisherwick, Staffs., 
esquire, agamst Sir William Gardner et al Lands in Sut- 
ton Coldfield, Warwickshire, late of Simon Perrott [Ibid , 
S5/51 ] 

1610, 18 June Sir Alexander Chfford of Ewell, Surrey, hus- 
band of Jane, late fnie of Luke Guido alias Ward, against 
Sir WiUiamdJardiner, J P , et al Violent resistance to dis- 
tress for rent charged on the manor of Lagham alias Lang- 
ham, and lands in Godstone, Tandndge, and Crowhurst, 
by Nicholas Saunders of Ewell, esquire, in 1591 [Star 
Chamber Proc , .James I St Ch 8/99/25 ] 

1616 Thomas Cole of Hampreston, Dorset, esquire, and Fran- 
ces his ivife, late wife of Robert Smyth, against Sir Wil- 
liam Gardener et al Property in Southwark late of 
Wilkam and Agnes Brooke [Chancery Proc , James I C2 
Jas I/C19/37 ] Depositions in this suit, among which IB that 
made 24 January 1617/8 by Helen Medland of St. Olave’s, 
Southwark, widow, aged 50, printed in part above, pp. 
66—67 [Chancery Town Deps C24/445/20 ] 

1617 Sir Wilham Gardener of Lagham, Surrey, against Sir 
Nicholas Saunder, Dame Elizabeth his wife, and Henry 
Saunder his brother Concermng the parsonage and mill 
m EwcU [Chancery Proc , James I Bill of complaint, C2 
Jas I/G15/2] Answer, C2 Jas I/G6/25 ] 

1618, 26 August Will of Sir William Gardiner of Lagham Park, 
Surrey Proved 4 March 1621/2 by Dame Maiy Gardiner 
[Prerogative Court of Canterbury, Savile 25 ] 

1622, 16 May Inquisition post mortem of Sir Wdliam Gardi- 
ner [Inq Post Mortem, Chancery’and Wards C142/394/75 
and Wards 66/76 ] 
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EXTRACTS FROM LAY SUBSIDY ROLLS 
E 179 

185/224 1547 BermondBey 

Edmonde Waite in goods £35 . 46s 8d 

William Gardyner in goods £35 46s. 8d 

[Justice Gardiner’s father ] 

185/230 1547 Southwark 

Bp of Winchester’s liberty 

Robert Motte m goods £10* 10s. 

[Wayte’s wife Joan Tayler was Mote’s next-of-kin ] 
185/240 1549 Bermondsey 

Rychard Gardener in goods £10 10s 

[Justice Gardiner’s elder brother ] 

Edmonde Wayte in goods £40 40i 

185/276 1556 Bermondsey 

Wdham Gardyner in lands £20 40s 

[Justice Gardiner ] 

Edmond Wayte in goods 100 marks £4 8 10 
[100 marks is £33 6 8] 

185/310 1576 Bermondsey 

John Strangman gent in lands £20 53s 4d. 

[Gardiner swore the peace against Strangman in 1577 ] 

Martm Manley in goods £3 5j^ 

[Frances Luce’s brother-m-law ] 

Kellam Hedley in goods £3 5s 

[See Gardiner’s will, and Wdliam Wayte, 
document dated 1597, Michaelmas ] 
Wilham Gardmer in lands £20 53s 4d 

[An assessor for the parish, and ‘high col- 
lector’ for Bructoii Hundred His collec- 
tion, paid into the Exchequer Oct. 11, 
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1576, was £120 100s 20rf— BM Addl 
Ch. 39978, m 4] 

186/354. 1593 Bermondsey 

fexoneratur WiUiaro Gardiner Esquier 
m lands £40 . £8 

186/349 1593 Southwark 

WiUiam Gardmer Esquier m lands £25 £5 

[In this year Gardiner served as a Com- 
missioner for the Subsidy in Southwark 
He* was therefore discharged of his pay- 
' ment in Bermondsey, and was assessed m 
Southwark The foregoing entries show 
that he saved himself £3 by the change ] 
Southwark 
The Clink 

Phihp Hensley £10 26s 8d 

[Hcnslowe, an assessor for the Liberty ] 

Pans Garden 

Frauncis Langley £20 53s id 

[An assessor for Pans Garden ] 

186/360 1594 Bermondsey 

fWilliani Gardiner Esquier in lands £40 £8 
[“Discharged here because he answers in the 
Borough of Southwark ”] 

J86/362 1594 Southwark £4 

William Gardyner esq'' £20 . -53 s - i d- [sic] 

[Still a Commissioner for Southwark, and 

thus dodging his tax of £8 in Bermondsey, 
Gardiner managed this year to lower his 
own assessment in Southwark from £25 to 
£20 But after the hst was drawn up other 
Commissioners otjected to his action, and 
hoisted him to £30, thereby obhging him 
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to pay £4 instead of £2 13 4; a definite in- 
crease, bnt still far from the £8 he should 
have paid in Bermondsey Gardmer’s 
tricks to cheat the Queen were not hidden 
from his neighbours ] 

Southwark 
The Clink 

Philhpp Henslowe £10 26s 8d 

[An assessor for the Liberty ] 

Pans Garden * 

Frauncys Langlie £20 53s 4d 

[An assessor for Pans Garden ] 


186/347 1595 Bermondsey 

William Gardiner Esquier in lands £40 


£5 6 8 


186/369 1598 Bermondsey 

W lUiam Gardiner gent in lands £10 40s 

[Justice Gardiner’s younger son and executort] 

William Wayte in goods £3 8s 

186/368 1599 Bermondsey 


[Similar to foregoing ] 


186/370 1598 Southwark 

Frauncys Langley Esquier £20 53s 4d 

[Langley has nsen to ‘esquire’ by beings 
joined in the Subsidy Commission for 
Southwark with Edmund Bowyer, Bar- 
tholomew Scott, and others ] 

The Chnk 

Exoneralur Philhpp Hensloe £10 26s 8d 

186y375A 1599 Southwark 

Frailncis Langley £20 . 53s 4d 

[A Commissioner ] 
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The Clink 



Philhpp Henchlowe £10 26s 

ad. 

186/368 

1599 Camberwell 



Edmond Bowier Esquier in lands £20 

£4 


Bartholomewe Scott esqmer m lands £20 £4 
Peckham 


Thomas Gardner gent in lands £5 
[Justice Gardiner’s eldest surviving son ] 

20s 

186/376 

1600 Bermondsey 



Wilhgm Gardiner gent in lands £10 

40s 


• Wilham Waite m goods £3 

8s 

186/377 

1600 Southwark 

Pans Garden 



Francis Langley in goods £15 

40s. 


[Langley has been dropped from the Com- 
mission, and his assessment has fallen by 
a quarter We know from other sources 
that he was less prosperous than he had 
been ] 
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GARDINER’S COAT OF ARMS 

Note of Grant’ Addl MS 26,702, f 142’', MS entitled ‘Arms m 
tnek granted by Sir C[hnstoplier]Barker, H VIII-Ed VI ’, 
Harl MS 1507, f 101', ‘W™ Gardner of Barmondsey street 
per Rofbert] Cook Cla#[encenx]’ • 

In Tnck Harl MS 1414, f 120v, Harl MS 1422, f 14. ‘Wdlm 
Gardener of Bermondsey streete per R[obert] C[ook] Cl[ar- 
enceux]’, Addl. MS 18,594, f 228, j\ddl MS 19,521, f 225 

In Tnck with Lion Crest Stowe MS 693, f 9*‘Wyllm Gardy- 
ner of Barmonsey in Surrey’, Harl MS 1475, f 51'', Addl 
MS 17,439, f 90' ‘Gardiner of Barmondsey street’, Addl 
MS 26,702, f 142', Addl MS 12,444, f 51 ‘S^ Thomas Gar- 
dener of Peckham m Surry’, ibid , f 90' ‘Christopher Gar- 
diner ’ 

In Trick with Unicorn Crest Harl MS 1459, f 64 ‘of Gar- 
dener of London et Surry*, Harl MS. 1475, f 207 ‘of S' 
Tho Gardner K' Surry’ * 

Impaled Arms in Trick (Gardmer impaling Lucy ) Harl MS 
5849, f 63' (second part of MS ), Stowe MS 587, f 1' 
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GARDINER AS JUSTICE OF PEACE AND OF 
THE QUORUM 

Extracts from the records of the Surrey clerks of Assize 
(P.R O , Assizes 35/19, 22-40) 

WilUhm Gardiner was commissioned as justice in 1580 First 
pricked of the quorum m 1581, he continued in that body until 
his death in November 1597, with the exception of the summer 
of 1594 when he was noted ‘egrotus’, and of the year Septem- 
ber 29, 1594— Sfptember 28, 1595, when he served as High 
Sheriff of Surrey and Sussex The figures below represent the 
number of prisoners (at the semi-annual gaol-dehveries) com- 
mitted respectively by Gardiner and his neighbour fellow- 


justices 


Wilham 

Edmund 

John 

Robert 



Gardiner 

Bowyer 

Scott 

Livesey 



of 

of 

of 

of 



Bermond- Camber- 

Camber- 

Streatham 


• 

sey 

well 

well 


1580 

Summer 

5 

1 



1580/1 

W inter 

5 

6 

n 

1 

1581 

Summer 

2 

1 

6 


1581/2 

Winter 

missing 




1582 

Summer 

list of prisoners missing 


1582/3 

Wintei 

5 


3 


1583 

Summer 

16 

1 

2 

1 




Bowyer and Livesey jointly com- 




mitted 6 

more 


1583/4 

Winter 

15 

1 


2 

1584 

Summer 

13 

6 

1 


1584/5 

Winter 

5 

6 


2 

1585 

Summer 

18 

7. 



1585/6 

Wmter 

8 

2 

. 

1 
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William 

Edmund 

John 

Robert 



Gardmer 

of 

Bowyer 

of 

Scott 

of 

Livesey 

of 



Bermond- 

Camber- 

Camher» 

Streatham 



sey 

well 

well 


1586 

Summer 

16 X 2 

. 

1 

1586/7 

Winter 

IT 

8 


« 

1587 

Summer 

missing 




1587/8 

Winter 

18 

2 

. 

2 

1588 

Summer 

8 

2 


1 

1588/9 

Winter 

11 

7 



1589 

Summer 

4 

7 



1589/90 Winter 

18 

6 



1590 

Summer 

17 

3 



1590/1 

Winter 

8 

15 


2 

1591 

Summer 

3 

6 


4 

1591/2 

Winter 

13 

6 


3 

1592 

Summer 

14 

6 



1592/3 

Winter 

missing 




1593 

Summer 

missing 


Bartholo- 






mew 






Scott of 





Camberwell 


1593/4 

W inter 

7 

8 

9 


1594 

Summer 

8 

5 

3 


1594/5 

Winter 

8 

12 

11 


1595 

Summer 

Sheriff 

17 

2 


1595/6 

Winter . 

1 

17 

8 


1596 

Summer 

missing 




1596/7 

Winter . 

19 

21 

4 


1597 

Summer . 

15 

12 

10 



Totals 

297 

193 
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This table bears eloquent testimony to Gardiner’s exceptional 
activity as justice of the peace. His impressive total of com- 
mittals, far larger than that of his nearest competitor, Edmund 
Bovyer, over the same number of years, shows that his dis- 
trict was the thickly- settled and turbulent borough of South- 
wark 

In viJw of the discovery that Shakespeare’s figure of Justice 
Shallow contains more than one hit at Justice Gardiner, it is 
temptmg to look for Mr Justice Silence m the person either of 
Edmund Bowyer or of Bartholomew Scott, both of whom lived 
in Camberwell little love was lost between Justice Bowyer and 
Justice Gardiner in the spring of 1597 Gardiner tried to steal a 
piece of land from Bowyer, who characterized his companion 
on the Bench as ‘covetous and insatiable’ After Gardiner’s 
death, his widow Margaret married, as her fourth husband, 
Bartholomew Scott — who had already buried two wives, one 
of whom was the widow of the martyred Archbishop Cranmer 
Scott died childless, leaving Peter Scott, a nephew and foster- 
child, asahis heir I expect that more material will be found 
for the hves of these justices and neighbours of Gardiner 
Whether any likeness to Master Silence will be revealed in 
either of them remains to be seen In the present bmitcd state 
of our knowledge it would be qmte unjustifiable to indulge in 
theorizing 
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JUSTICE GARDINER’S SONS ENTERED AT 
THE INNER TEMPLE 

1581, Nov Chnstopher Gardiner, Bermondsey Son and heir 
of William Gardiner Died vUa pains. 

1587, Nov Richard Gardmei, Bermondsey, Surrey Eldest son 
[sjc] of Wilham Gardiner. Died ccelebs. 

1591, Nov William Gardmer, Bermondsey. Younger son of 
Wilham Gardmer. Knighted 

JUSTICE GARDINER’S GRANDSON 

1614, Nov Chnstopher Gardiner, Sandplace, Dorking, Surrey 
Eldest son of C Gardiner, a Member of the Inn. Born 
1596 

— W H. Cooke, Students admitted to the Inner Temple, 1547- 
1660 (1887), pp 101, 119, 130, 208 
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GARDINER GENEALOGY 

Gardiner pedigree put together from the following sources, 
supplemented by manuscript legal records in the Pubhc Re- 
cord Office Wdham Gardner’s Funeral Certificate, College of 
Armst 1. 16, f 7, Wilham Gardiner’s will, P C C Cobbham 113; 
BM Addl.MS 14311, f 79’';Bodl Rawl MS.B75,ff 116-117; 
Bodl Rawl MS. B429, f 143, Harleian Society, i (1869), 87; 
Surrey Archaeological Society, Collections, xi (1893), Registers 
of St Mary Magdalene, Bermondsey, pr Genealogist vi-ix, 
G S. Steinman, ‘Account of the Manor of Hahng, Croydon, 
Surrey’, in Collectanea Topographica et Genealogica, iii (1836), 
14ff, Manuscript Registers of the Parish Church of Dorkmg, 
Surrey. 
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EXTRACTS FROM THE REGISTERS OF ST. MARY 
MAGDALENE, BERMONDSEY, PRINTED IN 
THE GENEALOGIST, vi-ix 

1549, 8 June Bur, William Gardynarde ffarmor of But- 
mondaey grange ‘ 

1552, 14 Sep Bur Ehzabcth the wife of Edmund Wayte 
1555, 8 June Chr Frances Waight 
1557, 6 May Mar Raffe Inglieh and^ffryswighe Askew 
1557, 30 Oct Bur. Alice the daughter of Rqffe Ingliah 

1557, 6 Dec Bur Edmund Wayte 

1558, 1 Mar Chr John the son of Raffe Inghsh 

1558, 7 June Mar. Wilham Gardyner and Ifrances Waight 
1558, 22 Nov Bur Joan the daughter of Rauffe Inghsh 

1558, 18 Dec Bur Rachcll Luce 

1559, 6 Jan Bur Wilham the sonne of W™ Gardyner 
1559, 23 Jan Bur John the son of Rauflfe Inghsh 

1559, 31 Mar Bur Christian the dau of Margery Qardiner 

1560, 16 Mar Bur John Wayte 

1560, 3 Apr Chr W™ the sonne of William Gardyner 
1560, 17 Apr Bur William the sonne of W™ Gardyner 
1560, 15 June Mar John Tompson and Alice Bowyer 
1560, 3 July Mar. Thomas Sheppard and ffnswide English 

1560, 26 Sep Chr John Wayte 

1561, 15 June Bur Elizabeth W aighte 

1563, 31 Jan. Bur, Thomas the sonne of W“ Gardynar 
1563, 17 Oct Bur Tho Sare 

1565, 1 Apr Chr Katherine the daughter of W“ Gardyner 

1566, 17 Dec Chr. Agnes the daughter of Wilham Gardyner 
1568, 16 Mar Chr Wilham the sonne of W™ Gardynpr 

1568, 29 Aug Mar James Chibball and Jane Chare 

1569, 20 Feb Bur W^** the sonne of W“ Gardyner 

1570, 6 Aug. Mar W“* Tory and Jane Gardyner 
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1571, 24 June Mar. Nicholas Gardyner and Ahce Armorer 

1572, 27 Jan. Chr. Gardyner 
1572, 28 Mar Bur. Ahce Gardyner 
1572, 20 May Bur. Mother Sare 
1572, 7 Oct. Bur Mary Gardyner 
1572, 18 Nov Bur MatJbew Gardyner 

1572, 14 Dec. Bur Robert Gardyner 

1573, 12 July Mar. Thomas Sare and Jane Vicars 
1573. 31 Aug Mar Martin Menley and Sara Luce 

1573, 30 Sep Chr Gardner 

1574, 17 Apr , Chr. Rebecca the daughter of Martin Manly 
Missing, April 1574-Deceinber 1581 

1581, 18 Dec Mar. M^ Jo Stepkin and M™ Katherine Gar- 

dyner 

1582, 1 Jan Chr Mary the daughter of W'" Gardyner 
1582, 4 Mar Chr Nicholas the sonne of John Gardyner 
1582, 45 Apr Mor Heugh Joanes and Jane Sare 

1582, 15 Apr Chr Mary daughter of Martin Manley 
1582, 27 May Mar M*' Wilham Gardyner and M™ Margaret 
Abraham 

1582, 3 June Chr W™ the Sonne of WiUiam Wayte 

1582, 27 Nov Bur Mary the daughter of Gardyner 

1583, 25 Jan Bur William Gardjuer a child 

1583, 13 May Chr Jane the daughter of Martin Manley 
1583, 4 July Mar M'' Symond Parratt and M’^" Anne Gard- 
ner 

1583, 5 Sep Bur. Mary the daughter of Martm Mauley 
1583, 8 Sep Chr W™ the sonne of W™ Wayt 

1583, 22 Sep Chr John the sonne of W™ Gardener 

1584, 15 May Bur Wilham the sonne of Wilham Wayte 

1584, 24 May Chr Margaret the daughter of Martin Manley 

1585, 1 Feb. Mar Thomas Gardener and Ellyn Smyth 
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1585, 23 May Cftr. Margarett the (laughter of John Gar- 
dener 

1585, 23 June Mar. M’' Nicholas Smyth and Katherine 

Stepkin 

1586, 20 Feb Chr WiUiam the sonne of W® Gardyner 
1586, 4 Mar Bur. Wilham the soqne of W® Gardyner 

1586, 18 Apr Chr Margarett the daughter of W® Wayte 
1506, 28 Aug Chr loane the daughter of . Manley 

1587, 12 Feb Chr. Sara the daughter of Martin Manley 
1587, 30 Apr Chr. Katherine the daughter of William Gar- 

dyner 

1587, 28 May Bur Hobart Gardyner 

1587, 12 Oct. Bur Sara the wife of Martyn Manley 

1588, 6 Jan Chr WiUiam the sonne of John Gardyner 
1588, 9 Sep Bur Katherine the daughter of W® Gardiner 

1588, 10 Nov Chr John the sonne of William Wayte 

1589, 25 May Chr Mary the daughter of William Gardyner 

1590, 9 Apr Bur W“ the sonne of M"" Tho Gardner 
1590, 8 July Bur William the sonne of Jo Cardnct 

1590, 12 luly Chr W® the sonne of M'' Tho Gardyner 

1591, 13 May Bur Rich the sonne of M^ William Gardener 

1591, 1 Nov Mar. John Lee and Annis Walker 

1592, 21 May Bur. Margarett Luce 

1592, 27 May Chr Richard the sonne of M'' Thomas Gardner 

1593, 28 Jan Mar. Symon Lapyn and Margarett Gardener 
1593, 14 Mar Bur Winifred Gardyner widdow 

1593, 8 Apr Chr William the sonne of William Gardner 
1593, 10 Sep Bur Mary the daughter of William Gardyner 
1593, 14 Oct Chr ffra and Annis the daughters of W® 
Wayght 

1593, 9 Nov. Bur. Anms the daughter of William Wayte 

1593, 10 Nov. Bur ffran the daughter of W® Wayte 

1594, 11 June Mar M' Christopher Gardner and M^® Judeth 

Sackfeld 
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1595, 9 Feb. Chr. Chnstopher tie son of W™ Gardner 
1595, 1 Nov. Bur. . . , tie sonnc of Wiliam Gardner Smyth 

1597, 22 Dec Bur. Wiliam Gardner Esq. 

1598, 6 Jan Bur Mother Gardner 

1603, 29 Aug Bur. William and Jone Waite [29 others buried 
the same day ] 

160^, 30 Aug Bur. Mr. Wilham Stere parson 
1607, 22 Feb Chr. An the dan of John Gardner 
1609, 18 Apr Chr. Mane the daughter of the nght worship- 
^ full Sir WiUm Gardner 
1609, 28 Apr., Bur. John Gardner poore cone 
Note A Francis Langley appears in these books as follows on 
26 Dec 1599, bur a son Wilham, on 18 May 1602, chr a son 
John, on 2 Aug 1602, bur a son Wilham, on 9 Sep 1604, chr a 
son Wilham, on 27 Nov 1608, chr a son Francis 
This Francis Langley, who was a ‘laborer’ (cf P R 0 , K B 
29/243/3d), is uot to be confused with Francis Langley of 
Pans Garden 


THE END 
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